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a basis of population, and that no less sum than $3,500,-
000,000 be appropriated for such purpose; to the Committee
on Appropriations.

543, By Mr. MALONEY of Connecticut: Resolution
adopted at the meeting of the Ladies Auxiliary to the Private
Walter J, Smith Post, No. 511, Veterans of Foreign Wars
of America, held March 28, 1933, at New Britain Conn.; to
the Committee on World War Veterans’ Legislation.

544. By Mr. RUDD: Petition of the joint commitfee on
unemployment, New York City, favoring the passage of the
30-hour-week legislation; to the Committee on Labor.

545. Also, petition of National Automatic Sprinkler Asso-
ciation, New York City, opposing the passage of Senate bill
158, 30-hour-week bill, and favoring the legislation recom-
mended by the Chamber of Commerce of the United States,
committee on working periods in industry; to the Com-
mittee on Labor,

546. Also, petition of Worthington Pump & Machinery
Corporation, New York City, protesting against the passage
of the Black bill, S. 158, providing for a 30-hour week; to
the Committee on Labor, .

547. Also, petition of National Association of American
Workers Association, North Tonawanda, N.Y., favoring the
passage of the Black bill, S. 158, providing for a 30-hour
week; to the Committee on Labor.

SENATE
SATURDAY, APRIL 15, 1933
(Legislative day of Tuesday, Apr. 11, 1933)

The Senate met at 12 o’clock meridian, on the expiration
of the recess.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. I suggest the absence of a
quorum.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll, and the following
Senators answered to their names:

Adams Copeland Kean Robinson, Ark.
Ashurst Costlgan Eendrick Roblnson, Ind.
Austin Couzens Keyes Russell
Bachman Cutting King Schall

Bailey Dickinson La Follette Sheppard
Bankhead Dieterich Logan Shipstead
Barkley Dill Lonergan Smith

Black Dufly Long Stelwer

Bone Erickson McAdoo Stephens
Borah Fletcher McCarran Thomas, Okla.
Bratton Frazier MeGill Thomas, Utah
Brown George McEellar ell
Bulkley Glass McNary Vandenberg
Bulow Goldsborough Murphy Van Nuys
Byrd Gore Neely Wagner
Byrnes Hale Norbeck ‘Walcott
Capper Harrison Norris ‘Walsh
Caraway Hastings Nye Wheeler
Carey Hatfleld Overton White

Clark Hayden Patterson

Connally Hebert Pittman

Coolidge Johnson Pope

Mr. BLACK. I desire to announce that the Senator from
Ilinois [Mr. Lewisl, the Senator from Maryland [Mr.
Typincs], and the Senator from North Carolina [Mr. REYN-
oLps] are necessarily detained from the Senate.

Mr. HEBERT. I desire to announce that the Senator
from Pennsylvania [Mr. Davis] is absent on account of
illness. :

I wish also to state that the Senator from New Jersey
[Mr. Bareour], the Senator from Ohio [Mr. Fess], the Sen-
ator from Rhode Island [Mr, MercaLrl, the Senator from
Pennsylvania [Mr. Reep], and the Senator from Delaware
[Mr. Townsenp] are necessarily absent.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Eighty-five Senators having an-
swered to their names, a quorum is present.

THE JOURNAL

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr. President, I ask unani-
mous consent that the Journal for the calendar days April
11, 12, 13, and 14 may be approved.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection? The Chair
hears none, and if is so ordered.

U.S. GOVERNMENT
INFORMATION

AUTHENTICATED
GPO
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MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT
Messages in writing from the President of the United
States, submitting several nominations and also withdrawing
a nomination, were communicated to the Senate by Mr.
Latta, one of his secretaries.

FUNCTIONS OF THE POST OFFICE DEPARTMENT (S.DOC. NO. 29)

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a letter
from the Postmaster General, submitting, in response to
Senate Resolution 351, Seventy-second Congress, a report
relative to the functions of the Post Office Department, the
statutory authority therefor, the total annual expenditures,
etc., which, with the accompanying pamphlet, was ordered
to lie on the table and to be printed. :

FUNCTIONS OF THE DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE (S.DOC. NO. 28)

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a letter
from the Secretary of Agriculture, submitting, pursuant to
Senate Resolution 351, Seventy-second Congress, a report
showing the functions and activities conducted under the
Jjurisdiction of the Department of Agriculture, the statutory
authority therefor, the total annual expenditures, and also
list of employees of the Department receiving compensation
at the rate of $5,000 or more per annum, which, with the
accompanying statements, was ordered to lie on the table
and to be printed.

FUNCTIONS OF THE GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE (S.DOC. NO. 30)

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a letter
from the Public Printer, submitting, pursuant to Senate
Resolution 351, Seventy-second Congress, a report showing
the functions and activities conducted under the jurisdic-,
tion of the United States Government Printing Office, the
statutory authority therefor, and the total annual expendi-
tures thereon for the latest complete fiscal year (1932),
etc., which, with the accompanying statements, was ordered
to lie on the table and to be printed.

FUNCTIONS OF THE FEDERAL FARM BOARD (S.DOC. NO. 31)

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a letter
from the Chairman of the Federal Farm Board, submitting,
pursuant to Senate Resolution 351, Seventy-second Con-
gress, a report of the functions of the Board, the statutory
authority therefor, the total annual expenditures, etc.,
which, with the accompanying statements, was ordered to
lie on the table and to be printed.

FUNCTIONS OF THE FEDERAL RESERVE BOARD (S.DOC. NO. 33)

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a letfer
from the Secretary of the Federal Reserve Board, submitting,
pursuant to Senate Resolution 351, Seventy-second Con-
gress, a chart showing the functions of the Board and of its
various divisions and offices, and a statement regarding the
Federal Reserve System also describing the functions of the
Federal Reserve Board, and also a statement of the ex-
penses of the Board and of each of its divisions and offices
for the year 1932, etc., which, with the accompanying
papers, was ordered to lie on the table and to be printed
with an illustration.

FUNCTIONS OF BUREAU OF THE BUDGET AND FEDERAL COORDINAT=-
ING SERVICE (S5.DOC. NO. 32)

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a letter
from the Director of the Bureau of the Budget, submitting,
pursuant to Senate Resolution 351, Seventy-second Con-
gress, a statement showing in detail the functions performed
by the Bureau of the Budget and the Federal Coordinating
Service operating under the general direction of the Direc-
tor of the Budget Bureau, the authority for the performance
of each function and the annual cost thereof, also a list of
officers and employees in each establishment receiving com-~
pensation at the rate of $5,000 or more per annum, which,
with the accompanying statements, was ordered to lie on
the table and to be printed.

FUNCTIONS OF NATIONAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE FOR AERONAUTICS
(8.D0C. NO, 34)

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a letter

from the Chairman of the National Advisory Commitiee for
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Aeronautics, submitting, pursuant to Senate Resolution 351,
- Seventy-second Congress, a report of the functions of the
Committee, the statutory authority therefor, the total annual
expenditures, ete., which, with the accompanying state-
ments, was ordered to lie on the table and to be printed.

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate the follow-
ing concurrent resolution of the Legislature of the State of
Missouri, which was referred to the Committee on Agricul-
ture and Forestry:

House Concurrent Resolution 13

Whereas there are in the State of Missouri vast areas in drainage
and levee districts, covering nearly 3,000,000 acres of the most
fertile land in the State, in which there is invested capital of

¢ nearly $50,000,000; and

Whereas a large part of this invested capital is represented in

drainage and levee improvement bonds, many of which now out-
standing are in default of payment of principal and interest be-
cause of the farm depression and low prices of farm products;
and - -
Whereas these drainage and levee district farmers are being
foreclosed and losing their homesteads and life savings because
they are unable in this' economic depression to meet the high
taxation necessary to pay the cost of these drainage and levee
improvements; and

Whereas the Glenn-Smith bill, the purpose of which was to
provide a moratorium and long-time loan at a low rate of in-
terest for the relief of distressed drainage and levee districts,
‘was on the calendar of both the Senate and House In the last
'session of Congress, which adjourned before the bill was reached:
Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the house of representatives (ithe senate concurring

therein), That the Congress of the United States be, and is hereby,
memorialized -to .immediately enact a law that will be adequate
for the relief of the now despairing farmers of the drainage
and levee districts of this and other States, restoring the morale,
the hope, and courage of the farmers residing therein, opening
"new reservoirs of credit that are now closed to them by reason
. of the high taxes, and preserve to the State and Nation vast
taxable lands that are now, for lack of maintenance of the im-
provements, threatened with a return to their original state of
swamps; be it further

Resolved, That duly authenticated copies of this resolution
be immediately forwarded to the President of the Senate and
Speaker of the House of Representatives of the United States at
Washington, D.C.

. Benator Jones moved that the Senate concur in the above
resolution.

Which motion prevailed by the following votes:

Yeas: Senators Bales, Brogan, Buford, Crouse, Dail, Depel-
heuver, Doran, Gunn, Henry, Hixson, Joffee, Jones, Kennedy, Kin-
ney, McDowell, Morgan, Nolte, Robertson, Rollins, Russell, Shot-
well, and Titus—22.

Nays: Senators Briggs, Casey, Donnelly, Gordon, Haymes, Kelley,
and Terry
Absent: Senators Clark, Clayton, Daggs, Wisdom—4.

Absent with leave: Senator Bates—1.

Senator Casey moved that the above roll call be made a part
of the record of said Concurrent Resolution No. 13.

Which motion prevalled.

The VICE PRESIDENT also laid before the Senate a reso-
lution adopted by Leon Unit of the Clearwater County Farm
Bureau, Minnesota, favoring the passage of legislation
known as the “ Frazier farm-relief bill ¥, for the liquidation
of agricultural indebtedness, which was referred to the
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry.

He also laid before the Senate a resolution adopted by the
executive committee of the Society for Cultural Relations
with U.S.S.R. (Russia), of Chicago, Ill., favoring the prompt
recognition of the Soviet Government of Russia, and also
the negotiation of a treaty with Russia for the promotion
of travel, trade, and cultural relations, which was referred
to the Committee on Foreign Relations.

He also laid before the Senate a communication of Francis
Williams, chairman, ete., of New Orleans, La., enclosing
petitions of sundry citizens of the State of Louisiana relat-
ing to alleged acts and conduct of Hon. HuEy P. LoNg, a
Senator from the State of Louisiana, which, with the accom-
panying papers, was referred to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

BILLS INTRODUCED
Bills were introduced, read the first time, and, by unani-
mous consent, the second time, and referred as follows:
By Mr. PITTMAN:
A bill (S. 1380) for the relief of Nieves Maria P. C. Walsh;
to the Commitftee on Appropriations.
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By Mr. VANDENBERG:

A bill (8. 1381) to provide further for the national security
and defense; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. COPELAND:

A bill (8. 1382) for the relief of Uldric Thompson, Jr.; to
the Committee on Military Affairs.

RELIEF OF AGRICULTURE—AMENDMENT'

Mr. PITTMAN submitted an amendment infended to bz
proposed by him to the bill (H.R. 3835) to relieve the exist-
ing national economic emergency by increasing agricultural
purchasing power, which was ordered to lie on the table and
to be printed. .

6-HOUR DAY 5-DAY WEEK—MOTION TO RECONSIDER

Mr. BLACK. Mr. President, on Friday of last week, I
believe, yesterday a week ago, a motion was made to recon-
sider the vote by which the so-called “ 30-hour week bill”
was passed. Under the strange rules which we have.in the
Senate, we have not as yet been able to get up that motion.
It is now evident that the pending bill will not be completed
this week, and it is evident that it will take us several days
to complete it next week. It is also obvious to many Sena-
tors that the quickest-way to dispose of the farm relief bill
is to dispose first of the motion to reconsider. i There is an
obvious desire on the part of some to prevent action on the
motion fo reconsider the vote whereby the 30-hour week
bill was passed. There are-many reasons why that is desired:
I shall not now go into them; but as I have said—and I
believe it to be true—the-quickest way to-gét action on the
farm relief bill is first to vote upon the motion to recon-
sider. It will take away the desire which exists in some
parts of the country unduly to protract the consideration of
the farm relief bill. It is obvious that so long-as the farm
relief bill is under consideration, and if we cannot take up
the motion to reconsider the action of the Senate in passing
the 30-hour week bill, it delays the 30-hour week bill just
that long.

Mr. President, I am for the farm relief bﬂl I am for its
expeditious passage; I want fo pass it at the earliest possible
moment. As I said before, I am convinced that the quickest
way to pass the farm relief bill is to take away any possibility
that the vote on the motion to reconsider the 30-hour week
bill can be delayed by protracted debate on the farm relief
measure.

Mr. President, I desire to ask unanimous consent at this
time that the pending farm relief bill may be’ temporarily
laid aside, and that we may consider the motion of the
Senator from Florida [Mr. TramMEeLL] to reconsider the vote
whereby the 30-hour week bill was passed.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the request
of the Senator from Alabama? “

Mr. HEBERT. Mr. President, in the absence of the Sena-
tor from Oregon [Mr. McNaryl, who has objected to any
request for unanimous consent to consider the pending
motion to reconsider, I am forced to object. :

Mr, BLACK. Mr. President, I do not desire to have this
put on the shoulders of the Senator from Oregon. The
Senator from Oregon has not objected. The Senator from
Oregon objected at certain times when there was an effort
to limit the debate, but he specifically stated on the floor
that it was because there was a proposed limitation of
debate. Each time this question has come up, some Senator
has said on the floor that he wanted to object not for him-
self, but always the statement has been made that the
objection was in behalf of some other Senator,

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Alabama
yvield to the Senator from Nebraska?

Mr. BLACK. I yield.

Mr. NORRIS. If the Senator will permit me to go a little
farther than asking a question, I should like to make a
suggestion. :

Mr. BLACE. I yield to the Senator for that purpose.

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, we passed the 6-hour 5-day
week bill several days ago. There are two sides to it. I am
not complaining of any Senator’s vote on it. The very
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object of the motion to reconsider is to afford an opportunity
to offer an amendment which was offered when the bill was
under consideration. It was fully debated. We had a vote
on it. There is nothing new in it. It is something the
Senate has already threshed out.

It seems to me as a matter of good sportsmanship, no
matter whether we are for or against it, we ought to end
this delay that is coming aboutf, when everyone knows there
is not a new thing involved in the proposal. I do not want
to delay consideration of the farm bill. I am opposed to
going into consideration of the motion with unlimited de-
bate. We can stop debate on the motion at any time if
Senators are afraid. No matter what the intention is, the
effect is simply to delay the sending of the bill to the House
if we debate it without limit. We voted on it once. It was
decided by the Senate, and the effect now is to hold it up
really after the Senate disposed of it while we are taking
up another bill.- -

I should like to say to those who are afraid we will delay
the farm- bill—and I am in entire sympathy with anyone
who does not want to delay it—that if the motion is taken
up, it will be in order to end the debate by a motion to lay
on the table the motion to reconsider. That would end it.
We are not going into a long debate on it so far as I am
concerned. If the Senator from Alabama does not make
the motion after a reasonable time has elapsed—it seems to
me in fact it has elapsed now—I will make the motion

Mr. BLACEK. I did not understand what motion the
Senator said he would make.

Mr. NORRIS. I said I would make a motion to lay on the
table the motion to reconsider. It seems fo me the Senator
from Alabama would be justified in making it now. It is
quite apparent there is nothing new that can be brought out
in the debate. I understand the Senator from Florida [Mr.
TramMELL] is willing to have a vote on his motion, and I
should like to have a vote on it, too. It is only fair to those
who have been behind the legislation, particularly the Sena-
tor from Alabama, that the motion to reconsider be disposed
of. I do not fear lengthy debate. If there is any indica-
tion of a lengthy debate, we can shut it off by a motion to
lay on the table.

Mr. TRAMMELIL. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Alabama
yield to the Senator from Florida?

Mr. BLACK. Certainly.

Mr. TRAMMELL. I would suggest that so far as I am
concerned it would be all right to lay aside the pending
unfinished business for a period of 1 hour and then have a
vote upon the motion to reconsider.

Mr. NORRIS. That is a good suggestion. I suggest to
the Senator from Florida that he submit that in the form
of a unanimous-consent request.

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, if the Senator from Alabama
will yield——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Alabama
yield to the Senator from South Carolina?

Mr. BLACK. Certainly.
~ Mr. SMITH. As a matter of course, we are trying to
expedite the passage of the farm bill. I made the proposal
once before that we devote, if necessary, an hour to the
motion to reconsider, and that at the end of the hour we
should vote on the guestion of reconsideration. I do not
want to cause any further delay, so I make the proposal that
the farm bill be temporarily laid aside for 1 hour and at
the end of that hour a vote be taken on the question of
reconsideration.

The VICE PRESIDENT. 1Is there objection?

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, will the Senator from
Alabama yield?

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Alabama
yield to the Senator from West Virginia?

Mr. BLACK. 1 yield.

Mr. HATFIELD. I have no objection to the motion being
disposed of at the present time in that way, provided I am
given 20 or 25 minutes time to discuss if. That is all I ask.

LEXXVII—113

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

1781

Mr. TRAMMELL. As the maker of the motion, of course,
I should like to have 15 or 20 minutes, but I am willing to
forego even that if it becomes necessary in order that we
may dispose of the motion. I have no objection to the re-
quest.

Mr. SMITH. I will amend my unanimous-consenf re=-
quest by providing that the Senator from West Vir-
ginia [Mr. HatreLp] shall be given 25 minutes of the time
allotted.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from South Caro-
lina submits a unanimous-consent request which the Chair
will endeavor to state. The Senator from South Caroling
requests that the pending business be temporarily laid aside
to take up the question of reconsideration of the vote by
which the Senate passed what is known as the 6-hour 5-day
bill; that at the end of an hour a vote shall be taken on
the question of reconsideration; that in the meantime the
Senator from West Virginia [{Mr. Harrierp] is to have 25
minutes of the 1 hour. Is there objection?

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator rrom Ala-
bama yield to the Senator from Oregon?

Mr. BLACK. I yield. i

Mr. McNARY. I am sorry the dxstmg'uished Senator from
South Carolina has seen fit to press the request. I had
assumed that he was anxious to go forward with the un-
finished business and complete it.

Mr. SMITH. I have so stated. . )

Mr. McNARY. A few days ago I objected to the consid-
eration of other measures pending the disposition of the
unfinished business. I have been told, we have all been
told, by the able leader on the Democratic side that the Black
bill is not a part of the emergency program of the adminis-
tration. We know that the farm bill is. I am sure the
motion to reconsider could not be disposed of in 1 hour.
I do not believe in the allotment of time to any particular
Senator under any circumstances. I want to protect the
Senator from West Virginia and other Senators who are
absent, but I could make no exception in this case,

Let me say to the Senator from Alabama that the orderly
way to dispose of the matter is to take an adjournment this
afternoon until Monday and have & morning hour on Mon-
day, at which time the motion would come up automatically.
Senators will then be advised that during that time the
motion may come up.

Today there are 18 or 20 Senators absent, many of whom
are interested in the Black proposal. I intend, whatever my
own views are, to protect those absent Senators. I suggest
that the Senator so arrange the proceedings of the Senate
that we have an adjournment until Monday, at which time
he can move in the ordinary way to consider his proposal.
Entertaining that view and desiring to expedite and com-
plete consideration of the unfinished business, and realizing
there is nothing of tremendous momentary importance in
the request of the Senator from South Carolina, I shall
object.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from Oregon ob-
jects.

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, the situation is to me a little
mystifying, In the first place we have a motion to recon-
sider the vote on a bill which we know perfectly well will
be passed again just as soon as the vote to reconsider is had.
While I voted against the bill, nevertheless the bill was
passed by a vote of 53 to 30 in the Senate. There is really
nothing to be gained by the debate or by the reconsideration
of the vote.

Secondly, we know, as well as we can know anything in
regard to these matters, that this particular bill will never
come back to the Senate in its present form. It will be
modified and changed; hence we are now debating about a
measure which will undoubtedly be wholly different when
the other body has completed its consideration. The meas-
ure, when it goes to the House, will be radically changed
from what it will be when we have voted on it a second
time. It seems to me the motion to reconsider really has
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no basis in fact at all. Nothing is to be gained by it. There
is no possible chance to gain anything by reconsidering.

I do not want to interfere with the desire of the Senator
from Alabama to get the matter disposed of, but I am ut-
terly opposed to further delay upon the farm bill. If mat-
ters continue on the farm bill as they have been, we will
be here for a week or 10 days more in considering the farm
bill. Spending another week upon the measure is something
we ought not to consider for a moment. I would suggest
to the Senator in charge of the farm bill that he endeavor
to get a limitation upon debate on the farm bill now. We
have debated the bill for about 8 days. Let us have a limi-
tation of debate upon the farm bill and then we will begin
to see our way through as fo both these measures. As it is
now, we are playing one against the other and making no
progress with either.

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, so far as members of the
committee are concerned in the handling of the farm bill,
I should be perfectly willing now to vote on the bill as is;
but there are certain amendments which have been offered
no doubt in good faith. I should like to have an under-
standing as to limitation of debate on the bill and on the
amendments particularly that part of the bill which per-
tains to farm relief—that is, parts 1, 2, and 3. The por-
tion of the bill that refers fo the mortgage situation is
pretty well understood by all, I believe. I shall prepare and
offer a unanimous-consent request providing for limitation
of debate. I shall present it as soon as I can confer with
other Senators about it.

Mr. BLACK. Mr. President, I desire to say 1 or 2
things with reference to what has been said on the floor this
morning. I agree with the Senator from Idaho [Mr. Borau]
that there is no doubt about what the vote will be when
we vote to reconsider. I do deny, however, that there is
going to be any lengthy debate on the motion to reconsider.
Those heretofore who have said there would be a lengthy
debate have said they would not engage in it. It has always
been true that someone else, someone whose name does not
appear on the surface, is going to engage in lengthy debate.
It will not delay the farm bill and would not delay the farm
bill, and it is known it would not delay the farm bill to vote
on the motion to reconsider. All we have to do is to hear
the talk around the floor to know what has been going on
and what is going on with reference to the farm bill." It
will expedite the passage of the farm bill to take time out
to act on the motion to reconsider.

There has been a serious desire on the part of many to
delay action. The mistaken idea prevails among some that
there should be built up a big backfire that will prevent
favorable action on the bill in the House. I deny that any
such thing can occur. But that is the idea behind a lot of
the objections which have been raised from time to time.
Until this morning the Senator from Oregon [Mr. McNarY]
has not come out and objected to consideration of the
motion. He stated 2 or 3 times that he objected to any limi-
tation because he wanted time for debate. As a matter of
fact, those who are behind the objection to the bill have not
yet risen on the floor, except in about one instance.

We know what is going on. I would be the last one here
to attempt to delay action on the farm bill; but I reassert
that those whe are genuinely interested in the passage of
farm legislation can aid in bringing that about by first dis-
posing of this motion. If we do that, I predict that some
of the debate that is to take place on the farm relief bill will
be made much shorter thereafter.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas, Mr. President, before taking
my seat I shall ask a unanimous-consent agreement to limit
debate on the pending bill, the agreement to take effect after
today. I think the proposal which I shall make will be a
fair one.

Those who have long speeches to make—speeches that
will require more time than would be allowed under the
agreement to be proposed—can make them today. Of course,
there is no way to force a conclusion of debate in the Senate
except under a cloture plan. In my judgment, the debate so
far as it has progressed, has been directed at the bill, and
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glotéhing has occurred that would justify the imposition of
oture,

An unusual thing has occurred in connection with the
labor hours limitation bill. A motion to reconsider was made,
and action on that motion has been indefinitely postponed.

Under the rules of the Senate there are only three ways in
which, as I see it, the motion can be finally voted on:

First, by some agreement to lay aside the unfinished busi-
ness and take up the motion. An arrangement of that char-
acter has been attempted many times by the Senator from
Alabama [Mr. Brack]l. It has been consented to repeatedly
by the Senator in charge of the pending bill. One Senator
after another has objected, so that the motion to reconsider
is delaying the normal progress of business in the Senate
and in the House. An agreement for a reasonable limita-
tion on the debate respecting the motion for reconsideration
has been repeatedly declined.

Second, by displacing the unfinished business. No one
desires that done.

There is a way in which a majority of the Senate can
enforce its will on this subject. If the Senate adjourns to-
day, the motion fo reconsider can be reached during the
morning hour on Monday, and & motion to lay on the table
the motion to reconsider can be made. If those who are
anxious for an opportunity to discuss the motion fo recon-
sider are unwilling to enter into any arrangement about if,
if they are determined to hold up action on it, then I say
that I shall seek recognition on Monday when the Senate
meets after adjournment, and unless some other Senator
makes the motion I shall myself make the motion to lay on
the table, so that the Senate may finally have an expression
on the subject. :

I do not blame any Senator whose views justify him in
delaying action here in taking the course that his con-
science prompts. Neither can he object if other Senators
do the same thing.

Those who wish to reconsider may obtain the opportunity
to discuss the motion, if that is their primary purpose. If
they are not willing to enter into any arrangement about it,
if they are determined to block action on the motion indefi-
nitely, then the only course to be pursued is to precipitate
the issue and vote on it; and it may be precipitated and
voted upon in the manner I have stated.

Now, Mr. President, I am wondering whether the Senate
is in a frame of mind to enter into any arrangement for a
limitation of debate on this bill after today.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Arkan-
sas yield to the Senator from Louisiana?

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. I yield to the Senator.

Mr. LONG. I have discussed this matter with the Sen-
ator from Arkansas. There are some of us who want to
discuss the matter of silver and inflation. I am hoping that
we will get through with those matters today. The fact of
the case is, we are going to do all we can to get rid of them.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Yes; I understand that.

Mr. LONG. But we might not. I think we shall be able
to agree to a limitation of debate, and the fact of the case
is, we are in favor of it; but we have deferred discussing it,
largely due to the request of the Senator from Arkansas,
until these perfecting amendments could get out of the way.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. I am not asking that a
limitation be applied to debate during the present calendar
day. I am not going to ask that. My thought is that the
Senators who wish to make long speeches, who feel that
they should do it, will have that opportunity during the
present calendar day.

Mr. LONG. The trouble is, I wish to say to the Sen-
ator, that someone may get in the way of these Senators.
I know of only 3 or 4 who have made exhaustive preparations
to speak, and I am not one of them. If no one steps in their
way, they will get through today; but, of course, we cannot
tell who else will want to speak.

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President——

Mr, ROBINSON of Arkansas. I yield to the Senator from
Idaho. -
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Mr. BORAH. Let us have the unanimous-consent propo-
sition submitted.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr. President, I ask unani-
mous consent that after the expiration of the present calen-
dar day debate on the pending measure be limited so that
no Senator shall speak more than once or longer than 15
minutes on the bill, or on any amendment that may be
pending or that may be offered to the bill.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I ask to amend that unani-

. mous-consent agreement so that it shall not apply to the
present amendment on the matter of silver, or to the amend-
ment to be offered by the Senator from Oklahoma [Mr.
TraoMmAas]. With that exception, I see no reason why the
agreement cannot be entered into.

Mr. WHEELER. Mr. President——

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. I yield to the Senator from
Montana.

Mr. WHEELER. I desire to say to the Senator that as
far as I am coneerned I have no objection at all. I am per-
fectly willing to have the debate limited. The Senator from
Oklahoma, however, is not here at the present time. I think
he wanted to take a longer time than the proposed limita-
tion would permit; but I do not see any reason why the de-
bate with reference to this amendment cannot be concluded
today. As a matter of fact, I did not think it would take
anywhere near that length of time.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr. President, I wish to be
entirely frank with the Senate. One of the objects in mak-
ing this request is to relieve the tension here, so that if de-
bate during the present day should be completed, the Sen-
ate might take a recess or adjourn until Monday. Until
some arrangement is effected, those of us who are inter-
ested in the progress of the pending legislation do not feel
justified in quitting their posts and leaving the matter en-
tirely without effective arrangement.

Mr. LONG. Let me ask one more question.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. So far as the Senator from
Oklahoma [Mr. Tuomas] is concerned, I observe that he is
not in the Chamber; but, Mr. President, he can have the
opportunity to speak today without limit under the ar-
rangement that I am proposing, just as other Senators may.
The limitation is not designed to take effect until Monday.
So I renew my request.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from Arkansas asks
unanimous consent——

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, before the unanimous-con-
sent request is put, may I suggest to the Senator from Ar-
kansas whether it would not be well to have some hour
specified on Monday, if possible, when we shall vote without
further debate, making the limitation as he has already sug-
gested and then fixing some definite hour at which we might
reach a vote?

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr. President, I had not
understood that it is possible to get an agreement for a final
vote at this juncture. I hear about me now Senators saying
that they would not consent to that arrangement. All I am
attempting to do is to provide a fair opportunity for dis-
cussion, with a reasonable limitation.

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas., Certainly.

Mr. NORRIS. I hope no objection will be made to the
Senator's request. Objection probably will be made if the
Senator accedes to the request of the Senator from South
Carolina.

All Senators know that whenever we fix a limitation for
final vote on a bill, there are a thousand ways in which new
things come in and have to be voted on without any debate
whatever. It is never satisfactory when we get through.
If the Senator’s request is granted, it of itself will close this
matter, and it will close it without ever compelling any
Senator to vote on a proposition that has never been pre-
sented before, and that has not been debated.

- I hope the Senator’s request, just as he has made it, will
be granted.

Mr. SMITH. The only reason why I made my suggestion
is that without such an addition to the agreement it will be
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possible, if any Senators do wish to delay this matter, to
continue debate under the 15-minute limitation on the bill
and on amendments almost as indefinitely as if we had no
agreement.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from Arkansas pro-
poses a unanimous-consent request, which will be stated.

The LecisLATIVE CLERK. The Senator from Arkansas pro-
poses the unanimous-consent request that after the expira-
tion of the present calendar day, debate on the pending
measure be limited so that no Senator may speak more than
once or longer than 15 minutes on the bill or any amend-
ment that may be pending or that may be proposed thereto.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection?

Mr. LONG. I object. I ask toamend that request so that
it shall not apply to the pending amendment, nor to the
amendment to be offered by the Senator from Oklahoma
[Mr. TromMas] for the infiation of the currency; and I ask
that for this reason: The committee itself has said that that
is more necessary than all of this bill put together, and I de
not think we ought to restrict Senators on the matter of the
currency and on the matter of inflation.

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?
If it is more necessary than all of the bill put together why
did not the committee put it in?

Mr. LONG. I do not know. If I had been a member of
the committee, I would have voted as the Senator suggests;
but they evidently had good reasons.

Mr. BARKLEY. That casts some doubt upon the opinion
of the committee that they think something that is not in
the bill is more important than the bill itself.

Mr. LONG. I will read the Senator just what they said.
I do not want to reflect on them.

Mr. BARKLEY. I do not want to get into a long argument
on the matter.

Mr. LONG. Here is what they said. I will read it if the
Senator has any doubt about it. They certainly said so:

The committee also directed that there be placed in this report
a statement as to the necessity of an expansion of the currency
and the absolute necessity for an increase in commodity prices.

The statement as prepared and adopted by the committee is
attached hereto, as follows:

" DEFLATION MUST BE CHECKED

“The policy of deflation of commodity prices and farm values
inaugurated in 1920 still persists. The first groups to feel the ef-
fects of this policy were farmers and stockmen.”

I am not going to read all of this; but they go on fo say in
this report that nothing in this bill is going to be able to
save the farmer unless we inflate. I do not think it is going
to take a great deal of time—not nearly so much as I heard
taken over whether or not we were going to include the
nicotine provision in the bill—to discuss this whole major
and important scheme that is necessary to save the farmer.
If the Senator will just exempt the pending amendments
on the silver question and on inflation, the latter to be
offered by the Senator from Oklahoma, I think we can get
through within a short fime. But it is hardly fair to those
Senators who want to discuss those measures to be called
on to wind up during a day when nearly everybody is going
to be away from the Senate. Eighteen or twenty Senators
are not in town, or not in the Senate, and probably that
many more will not be here by the middle of the afternoon.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection?

Mr. LONG. I object, unless I get my amendment adopted.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Objection is made.

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Arkansas
yield to the Senator from Oregon?

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. I yield.

Mr. McNARY. 1 sincerely believe that this is an inap- -
propriate time to make the request for a limitation on
debate in the manner indicated by the Senator from Arkan-
sas. There has been no disposition upon the part of any
Member of the Senate to prolong debate unnecessarily.
Our meetings have continued until half past 5 or 6 o'clock
each evening during the time we have been considering this
very important measure. There is no evidence of a fili-
buster; none would be tolerated or countenanced by any
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Member on this side of the aisle. This is Saturday after-
noon, and many of the Senators are absent. I could not
consent to an agreement unless I knew it met with the ap-
proval of Senators on this side of the Chamber.

A number of exceptions are made to the proposal. I
think we should let the debate proceed in orderly fashion
today. On Monday I shall be glad to confer with Senators
on this side, and ascertain how many, if any, desire to
speak longer than 15 minutes, or 30 minutes, or an hour.
Buf there is no opportunity for a conference today. A
request of this kind, I repeat, I think is not well timed
-when brought up on Saturday affernoon; but following the
morning hour at 2 o’clock on Monday, when time will have
been had to confer with various Members of the Senate
who are absent, and those who are here, it would be ap-
propriate to offer some sort of agreement for a limitation
on debate,

Mr. President, I assure the Senator from Arkansas, how-
ever, that 15 minutes on the bill would not be sufficient, and
I will explain to him one reason why we have not finished
the consideration of the bill. The most important and likely
the section in the bill which will be most profitable to the
farmer has not yet been considered. A majority of the
Republican Senators, at a meefing a week ago, decided to
present a substitute for the whole of the bill. It cannot be
presented in 15 minutes, it eannot be presented in 30
minutes.

I feel that if debate goes along today in the usual course,
by Monday we can probably arrive at a more satisfactory
conclusion. Entertaining that thought, and with assurances
of my desire to cooperate to secure an early vote upon the
bill, I shall at this time have to object.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr. President, of course, it
is futile to pursue the proposition further, in view of the
statements which have just been made. I do wish to say,
however, that 3 days ago, or more, I conferred with Senators,
including the Senator from Oregon and the Senafor from
Louisiana, about the advisability of attempting to secure a
limitation on debate respecting the bill. It is my recollec-
tion that each of them at first consented, and the limitation
which I then proposed was the same as that suggested now.
Subsequently I was informed by one of the Senators that,
owing to the absence of two other Senators who were greatly
interested in the bill, he could not consent just at that
moment. !

Mr. President, I shall renew the request when the occasion
seems more opportune to the Senator from Oregon and other
Senators who have objected. Of course, it would do no good
whatever, would accomplish little or nothing, to exempt the
so-called “inflation amendments” from the limitation. I
did not seek to arrange for a final vote on the bill for various
reasons. The only course I see to pursue is to go forward in
the normal way.

Mr. SMITH. Regular order!

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on the amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute offered by the Senator
from Montana [Mr. WeeeLER] to the amendment offered by
the Senator from Louisiana [Mr. Loxecl.

Mr. TRAMMELL. Mr. President, I am in no wise respon-
sible for the fact that we have not thus far obtained a vote
upon my motion to reconsider the vote by which the so-
called “ 30-hour week bill ” was passed. On Friday a week
ago I made the motion to reconsider. After Monday I
joined with others asking for a unanimous-consent agree-
ment limiting debate and specifying a particular hour for a
vote on my motion. In no instance have I suggested that we
_ take more than an hour and a quarter for the purpose of
disposing of the motion. This morning I heartily joined
with the Senator from Alabama when he asked for a unani-
mous-consent agreement to take 1 hour fo dispose of the
motion.

Mr. President, when I filed a motion for reconsideration of
the vote on last Friday, whieh was the last day when I could
file the motion, in view of the fact that the Senate was to
be in recess and have an eniire holiday on last Saturday,
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although now we are in a great rush, I supposed the motion
would come up Monday, and that we would dispose of if
in a reasonable length of time. It is regrettable to me that
we have not been able fo dispose of it up to the present
time.

However, I do not know of any reason why there should
be any great alarm over that question. Neither the Presi-
dent nor his Secretary of Labor has come out with any spe-
cific endorsement of the 30-hour week bill; but whatever
endorsement they have given to it has been with a reserva- .
tion that the bill needed amendment, and that they would
suggest certain amendments to the bill. So there has been
no haste on the part of the administration, or any request
on the part of the administration that the bill should be
disposed of at this particular time, or during this week.

Furthermore, a similar bill has been pending before a
House committee; and if there ought to be extraordinary
haste in this matter, why has not the House committee pur-
sued the matter along such lines as the House deemed
proper? There has been no particular delay, as far as the
question of what will become of this measure is concerned.
As far as the question of whether it will be disposed of today
or Monday in the Senate is concerned, of course, there has
been some delay, which I regret.

The notice having been given a few moments ago, how-
ever, on the part of the Senator from Arkansas that he
would call up the motion on Monday, and that he himself
would shut off debate by a motion to lay on the table, I am
going to avail myself of the opportunity now, in view of his
warning, to say what I want to say upon this occasion, and
not be subjected to any such tactics as calling the motion
up and then making a motion immediately to lay it on the
table. I do not think I have done anything to justify any
such treatment as that, so far as I am concerned; but hay-
ing been warned, I propose to exercise my right and have a
few words to say today as to why I made the motion.

Mr. President, I do not know that there will be any vote
to reconsider. I have seen such things happen in this body
in more instances than one. Ordinarily no one becomes
offended when a Senator, under the right which he has
under the rules of the Senate, has made a motion to have
some matter reconsidered. There is no occasion to get all
in a stew over it, and act as if there has been some terrible
offense committed, probably treason. It just depends on
who happens to make the motion, and in this case it hap-
pens that I made the motion.

I am sorry that we have not been able to dispose of the
motion. I have agreed to a limitation on debate. I have
agreed to fixing an hour for a vote, and have not only agreed
to get through with my motion expeditiously but have en-
deavored fo do so. I agreed today that there should be
only 1 hour for the consideration of the motion, and did not
reserve any right to speak myself. I will state that I never
dreamed of causing any delay in the consideration of the
motion here in the Senate. I thought the motion should be
taken up and disposed of. I only wanted to speak on it
for a few moments.

My object in making the motion was this, that if we could
get a reconsideration of the vote by which the bill had passed
the Senate, I would then propose an amendment providing
that foreign goods, made by foreign labor, if they were sold in
interstate commerce in the United States, should be subject
to the same restrictions to which American goods were sub-
ject under the bill. In other words, to make it perfectly
plain, my attitude is that a man who works in an American
factory, a man who puts his capital into American industry,
and manufactures a commodity, should not have imposed
upon him restrictions which would give an advantage to the
foreign laborer and to the foreign factory. In my opinion,
if this bill shall become law as it is at present, that is un-
gquestionably what would happen.

Mr. BLACK. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. DickinsoN in the chair).
Does the Senator from Florida yield to the Senator from
Alabama?

Mr. TRAMMELL. I yield.
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Mr. BLACK. As I understand the Senator, the substance
of the amendment he desires to present is what was con-
tained in the amendment offered by the Senator from West
Virginia [Mr. HATFIELD]?

Mr. TRAMMELL. The substance of it, the idea being
that we should not say to the American laborer, “ Goods
from a factory where you have worked cannot be sold
in interstate commerce except where there exists restricted
labor, but, upon the other hand, every foreign nation on
the face of the earth, if it desires, can bring info this
country and sell in interstate commerce its products,
although the laborers in that foreign country have the
privilege of laboring for 10, 12, or 15 hours.”

Mr. President, I think an amendment of the character I
have proposed would be for the benefit and for the aid of
the American laborer, and, under pretense or something
else, it is contended that this bill is for the purpose of help-
ing the American laborer. Yef in the bill as it now stands
there are restrictions upon American industries which
would give the foreign laborer a decided advantage over the
American laborer, which would open up to him territory
which he does not now have an opportunity to occupy, due
to the fact that the American producer can place his goods
into those markets at a price which will compete with the
foreign products which may come in. But the bill would
change the situation completely. It would fix up a nice
little territory or field of trade for the foreigner which is
now occupied by Americans—American laborers and Amer-
ican manufacturers.

Mr. KING. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from
Florida yield to the Senator from Utah?

Mr. TRAMMELL, I yield.

Mr. KING. No doubt; Mr. President, the Senator from
Florida has in the consideration of this matter given atten-
tion to another factor, which he has, however, not adverted
to, namely: Foreigners contend—and their contention, I
think, is warranted by the facts—that, owing to our very large
use of electricity in our industrial plants and the superior
machinery and material generally that we employ, an
American can produce very much more in an hour or in a
day than is produced in foreign countries, by reason of their
inferior machinery and their lack of electrical power. My
recollection is that we employ about from 4 to 5 times more
electrical energy in our industrial life and in our indus-
trial plants than is employed in foreign countries. Obvi-
ously ‘hat increased use of electricity and our superior
mechanical devices enable us to produce commodities very
much cheaper in some respects than those which are pro-
duced in foreign countries. May not other countries re-
taliate and say, “ We will not permit you to introduce your
commodities into our country if they are produced by ma-
chinery that is superior to that which we use and if they
are produced by electrical energy in advance of that which
we employ " ? The result will be, it seems to me, retalia-
tion, and we will absolutely destroy our foreign trade and
commerce.

Mr. TRAMMELL. Mr. President, as I see if, almost every
time an effort is made to provide a measure of protection
for the American laborer and for American industry we hear
threats of calamities that may befall us on account of the
manner in which foreigners may consider it. I believe we
in this country have had too much of an attitude of acknowl-
edging and receiving as facts and actual conditions the sug-
gestions made by foreigners. Regardless of the guestion of
the advantage that we may have in some instances because
of the use of machinery, it is folly, as I see it, it is absurd
to contend that foreigners, with their longer hours of labor
and with their facilities, cannot produce and place in this
country a great majority of products cheaper than we can
produce them and place them in our home market. This
bill in its present form assists the carrying on of that kind
of a program. It is so framed that our factories are bound
to have to pay more. I do not object to that; I am thor-
oughly in sympathy with the idea of shortening the length
of the day’s labor here in America; but when we shorten the
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hours of labor, when we restrict and interfere with many
manufacturing concerns in this country, I wish to have
that action on the part of Congress redound to the benefit
of American labor and American industry, instead of to
foreign industry and foreign labor. Throughout my public
career I have worked for the American laborer, and I am
doing so now in trying to have the bill amended so as to
protect American laborers against foreign labor.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from
Florida yield to the Senator from Louisiana?

Mr, TRAMMELL. I yield.

Mr. LONG. I voted with the Senator from Florida on
both of these propositions, and I am going to vote with
him again on them; but I am wondering if the Senator
has considered the fact that the silver and currency-ex-
pansion program which we are trying to bring up here
today is one of the reforms, along with what the Senator
is advocating, necessary to protect what we have right now.
If we do not get some recognition of silver, with the Eng-
lish pound falling from 4.88 to somewhere around 3.28,
with the oriental countries doing business with England on
a silver basis, and, in fact 60 percent of the countries of
the world doing business on a silver basis, it is not diffi-
cult for them, in view of their own depreciated currencies,
almost to preempt the American market.

Mr. TRAMMELL. I think it is essenfial to do some-
thing to remedy that situation, and to me the tragedy of it
is that nothing has been done previously, but, instead, it
has been neglected up to the present time, though a remedy
would, as I see it, help American labor and American
industry.

Mr. BLACK. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from
Florida yield to the Senator from Alabama?

Mr. TRAMMELL. I yield.

Mr. BLACK. I received this morning a letter from a
manufacturer of lumber opposing this bill. I recall a very
extended debate here in which it was contended that giving
a tariff to the lumber industry would protect the American
workman. There were most eloguent speeches made to the
effect that it would keep up the standard of the wage of
the American workman. This lumber manufacturer objects
to this bill, and says he is now paying his employees 50
cents a day for a 11-hour day, and it will be impossible for
him to maintain this 50-cent daily wage for 11 hours’
work if the day is cut down to 6 hours. The Senator cannot
see where the tariff on lumber is helping those workmen
much, of course.

Mr. TRAMMELL., The tariff on lumber does not amount
to very much. I would not pick out an isolated, extreme
case like that and consider that it was representative of
conditions that may prevail generally throughout the indus-
tries of the country. It is very regrettable if any lumber
manufacturer only pays his laborers 50 cents for a 11-hour
day. I do not know the particular situation to which he.
refers, but I know in Florida quite generally for a number
of years after we were in the throes of the depression the
sawmills strained a point to keep their people employed.
They did this, although the Iumberman had no market.
These mills accumulated millicns upon millions of feet of
lumber in their yards with no market and no sale for it, but
just so long as they could they tried to take care of their
laborers far bevond the time when they were doing a busi-
ness that was at all self-sustaining. A great many of them
after they practically had to close down their mills or oper-
ate only 1 or 2 days a week gave the poor laborers who were
working for them not a wage, for neither the manufacturer
nor the men who received it considered it a wage, but they
gave them something to keep body and soul together. The
instance referred to by the Senator from Alabama may be
one of those cases where the laborers were just given 50
cents a day in order to take care of them instead of having
the Government take care of them. I am unalterably op-
posed to anything less than a good wage and reasonable
hours of labor. I have always been one of those in public
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life who believed in making industry conform to reasonable
requirements in the interest of labor and I have fought
shoulder to shoulder with organized labor for befter wages
and shorter hours, as well as others, for labor’s betterment.
I am in sympathy with the policy of the bill and voted for
it in this bill, to imposc a restriction upon the hours of
labor, but because I favor a principle of that character does
not move me to the point where I would totally ignore and
not consider other conditions which prevail in the industry
while we were attempting to assist labor.

I do not see any reason why we should have half-baked
legislation when we can have it more thorough and helpful
for labor. If T may be pardoned for this comment, too much
of the legislation we have passed through this body from
time to time has been half-baked and has only considered
one side of the case instead of going into the entire issue.
On the night when the Senate was considering the first
banking bill at this session I ventured to say on this floor—
and I said it in a rather low tone, although I meant every
word—that I was disappointed that legislation had not been
brought forward that dealt more thoroughly with the situ-
ation, that only a part of the situation had been dealt with,
and that we should enact legislation of a more general
nature that would deal with the different features® which
constituted the American banking system. Of course it was
regarded as almost silly by some of those who heard me for
me to say that I was disappointed, but it just happened
that within 3 or 4 days amendments were offered for the
purpose of trying to strengthen the new banking law in
some of the features I had criticized, and some of those
amendments were of a very beneficent nature and very much
needed.

From time to time we have measures coming before the
Senate with all kinds of misnomers in their titles. I will
say that during the last Republican administration it was
heralded all over the country that we were going to have
legislation in behalf of the home owner, and such a measure
finally came forth in the ferm of what was known as
“ the home loan bank bill. I do not blame citizens who live
five hundred or a thousand or two thousand miles from the
Capitol for thinking that if they have mortgages on their
homes and are in distress, with foreclosures facing them
and their families probably in poverty and expecting to
be ejected from their homes and being compelled to live
on public charity—I do not blame such citizens for think-
ing, when such legislation was enacted, from what they had
heard about it, from what had been heralded by the press
throughout the country relative to the bill, that we had
enacted a law which would take care of them; but up to the
present moment I have not heard of any private citizen who
has received a loan under that legislation.

The main object and purpose of that legislation was to
take care of insurance companies, building and loan associa-
tions, and banks, and the last thing in the world that it
was ever intended—and a person who will read the measure
intelligently will know that to be so—was to help the com-
mon, every-day home owner, the poor person who has a
mortgage which is about to be forcelosed. I sometimes
think that we get merely a general idea about legislation and
do not go into its provisions or its details with sufficient
particularity. We are swept off our feet with the idea that
the legislation embraces an admirable purpose, a commend-
able purpose, such as the idea embraced in the bill propos-
ing to shorten the hours of labor and making two jobs where
there is now but one. That is a very laudable sentiment, a
sentiment with which almost any person would feel in
accord; but when one comes to look into the provisions of
the measure or its details and finds that the bill lessens the
opportunity of the American laborer to place the product of
his labor on the American market; when he ascertains that
under its provisions it curtails the opportunity of the Ameri-
can factory to place its products in a large part of the
territory of this country, then he realizes that, instead of
carrying out the very commendable purpose of helping
American labor and American industry, while it starts out
with a good purpose, a noble motive, yet, under the provi-
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sions of the legislation, the benefit which was really intended
for American labor has been given to the foreign laborer
and to the foreign manufacturer.

I have no apology to make for the entering of the motion
to reconsider the vote whereby the bill was passed for the
purpose particularly of having that question—and that is
the one idea I had in mind—again considered by the Senate.

- Of course, I do not like to fake any time today. I have
always been interested in the farmer. I was born on a farm;
I spent considerable time in my boyhood upon a farm, prob-
ably until I was 15 or 18 years of age; and in my State during
my public career I have devoted every endeavor within my
ability to assist the farmer; I do not want to delay the
pending measure one moment so far as the question of farm
relief is concerned; but I did feel, with a motion staring me
in the face to lay the motion made by me on the table, that
I was thoroughly justified in occupying a few moments at
this time in discussing the discrimination, as I see it, con-
tained in the so-called “ Black bill ”, which will work to the
interest and benefit of the foreign laborer and to the detri-
ment of the American laborer.

A good deal of discussion goes on in the Senate from time
to time—and I have no criticism to make of it.

We often get in great haste here after we have finished
our particular part of the program. I have seen it happen
that Senators would speak for 2 or 3 hours, electrify the
occupants of the galleries at least, even if they may have
put some of their fellow Senators to sleep, and as soon as
they got through with their speech they would suggest that
we have a unanimous-consent agreement to end debate and
vote on the pending question immediately. In other words,
it seemed to be their idea that no one else could contribute
any information or any enlightenment to the subject and
that no other Senator had any right even to have his
opinion recorded.

I have not talked 30 minutes altogether on the pending
bill. I have heard a good deal of discussion in regard to it.
I have heard Senators talk an hour or two and not say any-
thing about the bill. I have heard others talk half an hour
or an hour about the bill, and from what they said and the
controversies which would arise among the experts we would
be more confused when they finished than when they began.

Mr, CONNALLY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from
Florida yield to the Senator from Texas?

Mr. TRAMMELL. Certainly.

Mr. CONNALLY. The Senator is making comments on
the methods followed in the debates in the Senate. The
Senator knows in what bad repute, though undeserved, the
Senate is over the country now. Does the Senator think he
is raising our batting average any by his estimate of the
deliberations of the Senate? ;

Mr. TRAMMELL. I do not think so, not since the con-
troversy in which the Senator from Texas himself and the
Senator from Kentucky [Mr. Bargiey] indulged yesterday.
I do not think that raised the batting average any. I am
not sure, however, whether it was the Senator from Texas
who engaged in the discussion about tobacco stems.

Mr. CONNALLY. I disclaim the implications of the soft
impeachment which the Senator lays at my door. I have
never discussed the question of tobacco with the Senator
from Kentucky.

Mr., TRAMMELL. Then I beg the Senator’s pardon.
However, he was engaged in a confroversy with someone.

Mr. CONNALLY. I trust the Senator will withdraw that
very serious charge.

Mr. TRAMMELL. I will withdraw the charge so far as
the Senator from Texas is concerned, and let it stand
against the Senator from Kentucky.

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield
for the purpose of enabling me to suggest the absence of a
quorum?

Mr. TRAMMELL. Oh, no; I do not yield for that pur-

pose.
Mr, CONNALLY. Oh, let us have a quorum!




1933

Mr. TRAMMELL. Oh, no; I would lose the floor then,
and I do not want to do that.

Mr. CONNALLY., I do not intend that the Senator
should lose the floor, but I thought we oughf to have a
quorum present to hear the Senator.

Mr. TRAMMELL. I do not intend to talk very long.

Mr. CONNALLY. I think it is well for the Senators to
whom the Senator has referred to be here and get the benefit
of his observations about their methods of speaking 2 or
3 hours and then leaving the Chamber. I am sure the Sen-
ator does not mean his characterization to apply to any of
the dilient Senators who are now here giving attention
to their duties. I think the Senator from Florida must have
in mind those Senators who rush up to the oratorical breast-
works and fire a salvo and then retire to the cloakroom or
to their private rooms in the Capitol to take a little nap,
or go out to the golf course.

Mr. TRAMMELL. That would apply to many of the
Senators.

Mr. CONNALLY. I think those Senators, if they are go-
ing to get any benefit from the speech of the Senator from
Florida, ought to be here. I think it ought to soak into
their minds. It does not do any good for the Senator from
Florida to lecture those of us who are here and diligently
applying our energies to the public business. Of course,
however, I defer to the Senator’s wishes.

Mr. TRAMMELL. I do not wish to occupy any unusual
and distinguished position at all in regard to this matter.
The Senator would apparently have it understood that
other Senators would listen to me and pay attention to me,
and he would thus apply to me a position which I do not
occupy and which no other Senator occupies, so far as I
know. While I have a great deal of respect and apprecia-
tion for them, I often think that Senators do not have that
respect and appreciation which they should have for the
utterances of other Senators or the position of other
Senators.

But, Mr. President, I come back to the original subject.
I had stated that we have a good many Senators who like
to talk a good deal themselves and after they have finished
they apparently think everything has been said that ought
to be said and that it is then time to take a vote.

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from
Florida yield to the Senator from Texas?

Mr, CONNALLY. If I do not irritate the Senator, I should
like to interrupt him again.

Mr. TRAMMELL., The Senator does not irritate me in the
least, I assure him. I am glad to yield to him.

Mr. CONNALLY, What the Senator just said about Sen-
ators who take up a lot of time and then absent themselves
only accentuates what he said a little while ago. I think, as
to those Senators who lecture us for 2 or 3 hours,
who make labored, uninteresting, dull, inane, colorless
speeches and then rush out of the Chamber to play golf or
retire to the lunchroom-' downstairs or for a nap in their
offices, that good sportsmanship would suggest to them that
they stay here and take their punishment, too. [Laughter.]

I do not mean by that remark to refer to the Senator
from Florida. [Laughter.] I mean to refer to all of us. It
is not fair to the rest of us who do stay here and listen to
other Senators. They ought to remain here and listen to
others when they speak. I am not referring to the Senator
from Florida.

Mr. TRAMMELL. The only comment I have to make on
that suggestion is that the Senator ought to set a better
example than he does.

Mr. CONNALLY. But I am here listening,

‘ Mr. TRAMMELL. Yes; the Senator is here part of the
ime.

Mr. CONNALLY. I am listening to the Senator with a
great deal of interest.

Mr. TRAMMELL., I do not care whether Senators are
here or out playing golf.

Mr. CONNALLY. I was speaking of absent Senators whose
place is really on the floor of the Senate when it is ia ses-
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sion. I think they ought to remain here and listen to the
debates. I quite agree with the Senator from Florida. It

is Saturday afternoon and many Senators are out on the.
golf course or at the baseball park. It is all right to play

golf, it is all right to watch a baseball game, but the first

duty of a Senator is here on the floor where the public

business is being transacted. [Applause in the galleries.]
Mr. TRAMMELL, I fully agree with the Senator.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (rapping with his gavel)..

The Chair must admonish occupants of the galleries that
they are here as guests of the Senate and that under the
rule of the Senate no demonstrations of any kind are per-
mitted in the galleries. :

Mr. CONNALLY. O Mr. President, that applause in the
galleries is the first response I have received to any remark
I have made today. [Laughter.] Why should the Chair
interfere?

Let me observe to the occupants of the galleries that what
I said about Senators remaining on the floor and attending
to the public business also applies to the occupants of the
galleries. It is the business of the occupants of the galleries
to be seen and not to be heard. Occupants of the galleries
are here by courtesy of the Senate and are not permitted to
make any demonstration. Were I in the chair and the
occupants of the galleries should viclate the rule, I would
order the galleries to be cleared. But the Presiding Officer,
as is the habit of our Presiding Officers, lightly taps with his
little gavel and observes that occupants of the galleries must
be quiet, and that is all that happens. The only way to
enforce the rule is to enforce the rule. If I were in the
chair and the occupants of the galleries violated the rule,
I would order the galleries cleared and I would start with
the Senators’ private gallery.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The present occupant of
the chair would suggest to the Senator from Texas that it
is time for the Chair to have lunch, and he would be glad
to have the Senator from Texas relieve him and take the
Chair,

Mr. CONNALLY. I am making no personal reference fo
the present occupant of the chair. I mean the occupant of
the chair impersonally. All Presiding Officers do it. The
present occupant of the chair is simply following the prece-
dents when he taps lightly with his gavel. I know if the
Senator from Iowa had his way, he would probably bring
in a maul, such as we use in splitting rails, and would ham-
mer violently on the desk with it, instead of tapping lightly
with a little gavel. He is simply following precedents in
tapping lightly with his little gavel and admonishing the
cccupants of the galleries as to what their duty is in the
circumstances. I have great respect for the present occu-
pant of the chair, and I hope he will not go to lunch. I
would dislike to see him leave the chair, because of his very
graceful and dignified manner of presiding over the Senate.

Mr. TRAMMELL. Mr. President, I have a little more
sympathetic feeling toward the occupants of the galleries
than is displayed on the part of the Senator from Texas.

Mr. CONNALLY. The Senator from Florida has more
favorites in the galleries than has the Senator from Texas.

Mr. TRAMMELL. I have probably more in the galleries
than I have on the floor of the Senate. I hope I have some
somewhere. I should appreciate it very much if I-did have.
I have often seen the occupants of the galleries admonished
in a very courteous way by the Presiding Officer when there
was more noise and more disturbance on the floor of the
Senate than there was in the galleries. I think the occu-
pants of the galleries might be excused when such things
happen occasionally. We have the rule, however. Of
course, it is a good rule and we should not permit any gen-
eral violation of it, but I do not think the galleries should be
cleared by the Sergeant at Arms under any circumstances.

Mr. President, I did not intend to be diverted from the
question I was discussing when I referred to what I thought
was the fact about my friend from Texas debating the gques-
tion of tobacco stems yesterday. I have apologized to him
for that statement. Perhaps it was somebody else. Cer-
tainly some Senators were engaged in the debate. All I
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really rose to do was to utter my protest against legislation
that I do not consider sufficiently broad in its terms or suf-
ficiently flexible to give the proper amount of protection and
aid to American labor and to American industry.

Instead of having the beneficent purposes for which the
bill was originated and for which it is sponsored by the
Senator from Alabama [Mr. Brack] and others given over
to foreign labor and to foreign industry, I think it should be
so broadened as to protect completely our own labor and
our own industries. Let any Senator go down on the streets
of the cities in any State, and he will meet hundreds of
American laborers out of employment. Talk to them about
their idleness and the unemployment situation and ask
what they think about a law which permits foreign prod-
ucts, made by foreign labor working 12, 14, or 16 hours a
day, to come into the United States in competition with the
goods manufactured in factories where they formerly
worked. Ask how they like that kind of protection of Ameri-
can labor, We well know what the response will be.

From time to time I come in contact with people, many
of whom are laborers, mechanics, people engaged in differ-

ent kinds of labor, and I have not yet found any men who .

do not think that they ought to get the benefit of this leg-
islation and not have the intended benefits switched to
foreign labor and foreign factories. The way for them to
obtain the benefits of the legislation is to write into the bill
a provision that goods made by foreign laborers, produced
by foreign manufacturers, shall be subject to the same pro-
visions as the goods which are made in America and sold in
interstate commerce.

Of course, some will talk about an embargo, some will
talk about the tariff. The old bugaboo of the tariff on either
side has been absolutely overcolored and overdone for years
and years by both the advocates of a high tariff, the advo-
cates of a low tariff, and the free-traders. So far as I am
concerned, I think we have to have a reasonable {ariff in
this country; what we might call a happy-medium tariff.
Such a tariff as was defined in the Democratic platform of
1928. In our last platform we really had no definite and
plainly set forth definition of the tariff favored by our party.
I think we need a tariff of the kind mentioned in our plat-
form of 1928. Some, however, want an unduly high tariff
and others want it entirely too low. Some apparently do
not want any tariff at all.

If anyone wants to bring in as a matter of criticism the
suggestion that my proposal is an embargo, I deny it. There
is no semblance of an embargo in it when it merely provides
that foreign-made goods, made by foreign labor, shall be
subjected to the same conditions as American-made goods
made by American labor. There is no resemblance between
my proposal and an embargo, and any claim that there is
is a dodging of the issue. If we are going fo speculate as to
the manipulations brought about by legislation, it is just as
reasonable, or more reasonable, to say that legislation which
takes into consideration only American goods and only
American labor in the American market may be used so as
to discriminate against our home markets and our home
people and American labor, and no tariff question is involved
in it one way or the other.

I think, however, that we should safeguard our people
who have protection, or did have some protection, from the
tariffi. They have some, in some respects, yet. There are
mistakes in the tariff law. I do not question that. Those
mistakes have brought about some conditions which we
would have preferred avoiding; but I think American labor
and American producers have already suffered enough as
a result of the depreciated currency and the cost of ex-
change, when today the average American who had any
protection—some of them had about what they needed,
some had too much, and some had too little; that would be
my description of it—the average American today has had
whatever benefit he might have had from tariff protection
reduced two thirds.

So I take the position that if we are going to bring the
tariff question or the embargo question into this discussion,
American labor, generally speaking, and American products,
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generally speaking, have already suffered a reduction of
about 6624 percent. They have already suffered to that
extent. I hope and pray, as a friend of the laboring man,
that we are not now going to pass legislation that will give
the foreigner another opportunity to take from the American
laboring man his home market, to take from him his oppor-
tunity—I do not mean totally, of course, but partially—to
take away from him his chance to keep this home market
and sell American-made goods to the American people in
American markets. That right should exist without hav-
ing legislation passed under the guise of being in the inter-
est of American labor which in operation will prove bene-
ficial and helpful to foreign labor and to foreign industries.

I have made the motion to reconsider in order that that
particular provision of the bill may be reconsidered. I have
spoken today because a threat was made, a positive state-
ment, that if no one else should do it, the Senator from
Arkansas [Mr. RosinsoN] would call up this motion on
Monday and would make a motion to table it, and therefore
cut off debate entirely. Fortunately for me—not for anyone
else—it happened that the Senate remained in session after
he had made that threat to use gag rule where it is abso-
lutely unnecessary to make a motion to lay on the table.
That has always been characterized, and properly so, as gag
rule. The Senate having been in session affer that threaf
was made, again within my rights I have availed myself of
the opportunity to occupy a few moments in expressing my
views on this question, regardiess of how the motion to
reconsider may go.

Mr, LOGAN, Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from
Florida yield to the Senator from Kentucky?

Mr. TRAMMELL. I do.

Mr. LOGAN. Do I understand the Senator to say that he
does not think a gag rule ought ever to be applied?

Mr. TRAMMELL. I did not say that. I said except in
extreme cases.

Mr. LOGAN. I just wanted to be perfectly clear abouf
that. Does not the Senator think we have an extreme
case now?

Mr. TRAMMELL. I do not think so. When we are going
to convene on Monday, after an adjournment, for the pur-
pose of giving this matter consideration, and we are to have
a 2-hour session in which it can be considered, I do not
think there is an extreme condition which justifies anyone
in getting up 5 or 10 minutes after the morning hour begins
and calling up a particular motion and then movmg that it
be laid upon the table.

Mr. LOGAN. But this is a matter, is it not, that has been
discussed and passed upon by the Senate? Now the Senator
is taking the time to talk about a motion to reconsider when
the people are waiting for us to do something.

The only disagreement I have with the Senator Irom
Arkansas is that he should have made the motion to lay
this motion to reconsider on the table when it was originally
made.

Mr. TRAMMEL. Fortunately, under the rules he could
not do that.

Mr. LOGAN. Just as soon as he could, then, I mean.

Mr. TRAMMELL. That is the Senator’s view. Of course,
if we are going to indulge in matters of that kind; while the
Senator from Kentucky and I have been good friends, I have
often seen the time when I should have liked to have some
of his motions or measures laid on the table.

MURIEL CRICHTON

Mr. BYRNES. From the Committee to Audit and Control
the Contingent Expenses of the Senate, I report back fa-
vorably, with amendments, Senate Resolution No. 60, to
reimburse Muriel Crichton for certain expenses incurred be-
cause of injuries received in the Capitol Building; and since
it will involve no debate, I ask unanimous consent for its
immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection? The
Chair hears none.

The Senate proceeded to consider the resolution (S.Res.
60) submitted by Mr. CorPeLAND on the 10th instant.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendments of the
committee will be stated.

The amendments were, in line 4, after the word “sums”,
to strike out the comma and “ not to exceed a reasonable
amount ”, and in line 5, before the word “expenses”, to
insert “ actual”, so as to make the resolution read:

Resolved, That the Secretary of the Senate is authorized and
directed to pay, out of the appropriation for miscellaneous items,
contingent fund of the Senate, fiscal year 1933, to Muriel Crichton,
such sums as may be necessary to defray her actual expenses in-

curred for hospitalization and medical care as a result of injuries
suffered in the Senate wing of the Capitol Buildirg.

The amendments were agreed to.

The resolution, as amended, was agreed to.

AMENDMENT TO CONSTITUTION—PREVENTION OF PROFITEERING IN
WAR

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, 2 years ago, by act
of Congress, a so-called “ War Policies Commission” was
created, representing the House, the Senate, and the Cabi-
net, for the general purpose of taking the profit out of war.
The Senate members were the Senator from Arkansas [Mr.
Robinson], the then Senator from Virginia [Mr. Swanson],
the Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. Reed], and myself.

About 1 year ago a complete report and recommendation
was submitted, together with certain legislation that was
tendered for the purpose of accomplishing the objective,
namely, to take the profit out of war so far as possible—a
notable objective not only for peace but also for democracy.

The legislation died upon the calendar last year. I now
ask, out of order, to resubmit the same legislation for ap-
propriate reference; and I am introducing it in the name of
the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. Ropinson], the Senator
from Pennsylvania [Mr. REep], and myself. The legislation
addresses itself to a purpose fostered for a decade by the
American Legion.

The joint resolution (S.J.Res. 42) proposing an amend-
ment to the Constitution of the United States providing for
the fixing of prices in time of war and the prevention of
profiteering was read twice by its title and referred to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

GREAT LAKES-ST. LAWRENCE DEEP WATERWAY

Mr. HEBERT obtained the floor.

Mr., PITTMAN. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from
Rhode Island yield to the Senator from Nevada?

Mr. HEBERT. I do.

Mr. PITTMAN. I thank the Senator.

Out of order, I ask leave to introduce a joint resolution
for proper reference.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The joint resolution will be
received and properly referred.

Mr. COPELAND. Mr, President, is this joint resolution
relative to the St. Lawrence Canal?

Mr. PITTMAN. Yes.

Mr. COPELAND. To what committee did the Senator ask
to have it referred?

Mr. PITTMAN. To the Committee on Foreign Relations.

Mr. COPELAND. Mr, President, this is not a foreign-re-
lations matter. This is purely a domestic matter. It has
to do with the division of costs between the State of New
York and the National Government. In my opinion, it
ought to go to the Committee on Commerce.

Mr. PITTMAN. Mr. President, I am sorry that I cannot
agree with the Senator; but the question involves a treaty,
because the joint resolution refers to the treaty. It deals
entirely with the conditions and terms of the St. Lawrence
Treaty. The committee that has studied the St. Lawrence
Treaty will have the information upon which to report fa-
vorably or adversely on this joint resolution. In fact, this
joint resolution is referred to in the committee’s report on
the treaty.

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, in spite of what my
friend has said, I am of the opinion that the joint resolu-
tion should be considered by the Committee on Commerce.
It is a question which has nothing whatever to do with the
relations between the United States and Canada. It has to

do with the relationship between the State of New York and
the Federal Government in the distribution of costs. There-
fore, while I do not want to be disagreeable, I must be in-
sistent that in my opinion reference to the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee is the wrong reference.

Mr. PITTMAN. Mr. President, the Committee on Foreign
Relations have for a long time been dealing with the treaty
between the United States and Canada relative to the use
of the water of the St. Lawrence River for two purposes—
for navigation and, incidentally, for power.

The whole question in the negotiations between the two
Governments turned on a phase of the matter involved in
this joint resolution. In other words, the use of the water
for power purposes subsequent to its use for navigation
was allocated to Canada on the one hand and the United
States on the other hand upon the condition that the Prov-
ince of Ontario would receive from Canada the use of the
water for power and would pay a certain proportion of the
costs of the project; and that if the United States allocated
it to the State of New York, they would pay a certain pro-
portion of the costs of the project.

The water has already been allocated to Ontario under the
treaty. The question is, How much of the costs should be
allocated to the State of New York, what are to be the terms
of the treaty of allocation to New York if it is allocated to
New York, how much New York should pay if it is allocated
to New York, and to what extent, if any, the use of this
water for power purposes by the State of New York will
interfere with the treaty? The whole matter is intercon-

nected to such an extent that the committee that has had it

dll under consideration should determine this question,
which is collateral to the treaty. .

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair will suggest that
this is a unanimous-consent matter; and that unless unani-
mous consent is given, the reference will have to be made by
the proper motion.

Mr. PITTMAN. I move that the joint resolution be re-
ferred to the Committee on Foreign Relations.

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, this is a debatable mo-
tion that is made by the Senator, as I understand. If car-
ried, it would displace the pending bill.

Mr. HEBERT. Mr. President, I cannot yield for anything
that would have that effect. :

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair is of the opinion
that if any Senator objects, the motion cannot be enter-
tained at this time, because this is all a unanimous-consent
matter.

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, I regret that I must ob-
ject, and I want to say why—because this particular matter
has nothing whatever to do with the treaty insofar as the
relationship between Canada and the United Stafes may be
concerned. It has to do purely with a domestic matter—
the question of how much New York State shall contribute
to this particular undertaking.

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, will the Senator
yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from
Rhode Island yield to the Senafor from Michigan?

Mr. HEBERT. 1 yield, though I do not want to lose the
floor.

Mr. VANDENBERG. Will the Senator permit me to say
to the Senator from New York that I completely agree with
him that this is exclusively a matter of relationships be-
tween the State of New York and the Federal Government?

Will the Senator permit me also to say to him that I am
perfectly sure he will facilitate the objective he has in mind
if he permits the joint resolution to go immediately to the
Foreign Relations Committee, for the following reasons:

The subcommittee of that committee which has been
dealing with the entire St. Lawrence matter is in complete
accord with the Power Authority of the State of New York.
It has canvassed every phase of that relationship at great
length. If the Senafor will permit me to say so, it is wholly
unnecessary, from the viewpoint of New York, to have the
subject reopened de novo. I assure him that the way to pro-
cure the speediest possible consent to the precise viewpoint
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held by the power authority of his own State is to proceed
in the manner suggested by the Senator from Nevada.

Mr. COPELAND. Mr, President, I am much impressed by
what the Senator from Michigan says. It may be, on fur-
ther contemplation of the matter, that I shall agree with
him; but in the meantime I object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BarxrEY in the chair).
Objection is made.

The joint resclution (S.J.Res. 43) providing for the use
of the water of the St. Lawrence River for the generation
of power by the State of New York under and in accordance
with the provisions of the Great Lakes-St. Lawrence Deep
Waterway Treaty between the United States and Canada
was read twice by its title and ordered to lie on the table.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

As in executive session,

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid before the Senate several
messages from the President of the United States, submit-
ting nominations (and also a message withdrawing a nomi-
nation), which were referred to the appropriate committees.

(For nominations this day received and nomination with-
drawn see the end of Senate proceedings.)

RELIEF OF AGRICULTURE

The Senate resumed consideration of the bill (H.R. 3835)
to relieve the existing national economic emergency by
increasing agricultural purchasing power.

Mr. HEBERT. Mr, President, I listened with more than
ordinary interest to the discussion of the so-called “ 30-hour
week bill” indulged in by the distinguished Senator from
Florida [Mr. TrammeLrL]. I have been particularly inter-
ested in his observations as to the effect which that meas-
ure, if enacted into law, would have upon American working-
men and American manufacturers.

I am inclined to agree with many of his observations on
that point. I should say more. I should be glad, of course,
if the bill should pass and be enacted into law, to have it
contain some provision to proteet American labor and Amer-
jean manufacturers against importations from abroad,
where labor may work almost limitless hours and be in
serious competition with our people in the United States
under the limited hours which are proposed. But at this
time I desire to revert to the pending question, and to dis-
cuss some of the provisions of the farm relief measure now
before the Senate.

We have had a Government of laws and not of men. This
bill subverts that idea and makes of our Government one
not of laws, but, to the extent of its application to our every-
day lives, a Government dependents upon the whim, the
caprice, the will, or the opinion not of a majority of our
citizens, not even of anyone among us holding an elective
office, and hence responsible fo the people, but to that of a
single individual—the Secretary of Agriculture.

I hesitate to think that the voters of this country ever had
an idea that any such measure found lodgment in the mind
of the President of the United States when he was a can-
didate for office. Nothing to which he voiced expression
during the campaign of 1932 could lead one fo such a con-
clusion. I propose, in the course of my remarks, to allude
to the President’s pronouncements on this subject during
his campaign. I propose to show thatin lieu of that definite,
practical program which he promised the American people,
he now offers a nebulous, chimerical, impractical scheme.

This bill creates a new Government bureau necessitating
employment of thousands of agents under autocratic control,
giving the Secretary of Agriculture power to make all rules
and regulations having “force and effect of law” and
exempting expenditures of money from review or audit by
any other officer of the Government.

It provides for the erection of a political machine with
limitless power to control elections by granting favors to
either producers or processers and susceptible of flagrant
corruption.

Section 8 of the bill defines the general powers of the
Secretary of Agriculture. Paragraph 1 of section 8 gives to
the Secretary of Agriculture the most sweeping dictatorial
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Pbowers ever conferred upon any official in the United States,
not even excepting the President. There is no limitation in
this section to the powers which he may exercise in order
to put into effect the general provisions of the law. Neither
is there any definition of the manner in which he may exer-
cise these unlimited powers. Moreover, paragraph (¢) in
section 10 provides that any regulations which the Secretary
of Agriculture may make to carry out the policy set forth in
paragraph 1 of section 8, or to carry out any of the other
powers vested in him by this bill, shall have “ the force and
effect of law.”

These powers are to be exercised not only in dealing with
producers of the commodities named in the bill but also
producers of any commodity which may be used as a sub-
stitute by the consumer in preference to the commodities
named in the bill.

Moreover, these powers are to be exercised in dealing with
all processors or cooperative farm organizations or any other
agencies engaged in handling the commodities named in the
bill, or with products of those commodities or substitutes for
those commodities or substitutes for the products of those
commodities, as, for example, rayon, which would be a sub-
stitute for cotton goods—the product of cotton.

The Secretary of Agriculture is empowered to use whatever
means he desires to provide for the reduction in the acreage
of cereals, cotton, and tobacco named in the bill, and for the
reduction in production of dairy products and livestock
named in the bill.

Several plans have been suggested to accomplish a reduc-
tion in the acreage planted in cereals included in this bill.
These suggestions have appeared in similar bills introduced
in previous Congresses, in public discussions, and in the pub-
lic press and magazine articles. Butf every plan suggested
depends upon a far-flung system of inspectors and agents to
insure its being enforced. Paragraph (b) of section 10 recog-
nizes this fact by authorizing the Secretary to establish
State and local committees, or to delegate authority to co-
operative farm organizations to do the policing necessary
to bring about a reduction in the production of the com-
modities named in the bill.

The bill makes a further amazing provision that any
money expended or any agreements entered into between
any of these officers or agents of the Secretary of Agricul-
ture and any producer shall not be reviewed by any officer
of the Government other than the Secretary of Agriculture
or the Secretary of the Treasury. In other words, this bill
puts the Secretary of Agriculture above and independent of
the Budget Bureau and the General Accounting Office.

Some idea of the vast army of agents or inspectors neces-
sary to enforce merely those provisions of the act which look
toward the reduction of production may be obtained from
the fact that there are in the United States 3,072 counties.
Over 2,500 counties are listed as raising wheat. Over 2,800
counties are listed as raising corn, 1,070 counties are listed
as raising cotton, and every county produces some class of
livestock enumerated in this bill. To see to it that any
agreements entered into by the producers of all these com-
modities in any one county were lived up to would require
the whole-time services of several agents. The number has
been variously estimated from 3 to 10 per county.

Then there is another army of inspectors that must police
the processors, cooperatives, and other agencies handling
the commodities or products thereof mentioned in the bill.
The bill gives the Secretary of Agriculture absolute power
over all such processors. They cannot operate unless they
are licensed by him. Being licensed, they must comply with
the regulations laid down by him, and there is no possible
way to ascertain whether they are doing this or not except
through adequate inspection. According to the Industrial
Census of 1931, there are 2,452 flour-milling and corn-
products plants; 54 rice cleaning and polishing plants; 306
macaroni, spaghetti, and vermicelli plants; 124 tobacco fac-
tories; 1,310 cotton-textile plants; 1,209 meat slaughtering
and packing plants; 209 creameries; and 2,383 cheese fac-
tories. Not only must there be an army of inspectors to see
that these various processors live up to the regulations pre-
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seribed by the Secretary of Agriculture, but the law provides
processors shall install a system of accounts and keep
records of the agricultural commodities or products thereof
they buy and sell, the prices they obtain, and other trade
practices. This calls for another army of accountants or
auditors to see that these records are accurate.

The important point is the fact that the duties and powers
of these two vast armies of inspectors are not defined by
Congress but by the Secretary of Agriculture. This vast
organization is answerable only to the Secretary of Agricul-
ture. The House amended the bill so as to take all of these
employees from under Civil Service and make them purely
political appointments. The possibilities and potentialities
of this vast organization as a political machine to play
favoritism among both producers and processors in return
for political support of the administration and political
party of which these agents are the representatives is limit-
less, while the possibilities of graft are greater and easier
than anything which disgraced the prohibition enforcement
unit.

It does not require a far stretch of the imagination to
picture a situation in a doubtful agriculfural State where,
by showing favors to the producers of commodifies named
in this bill, the vote of that State could be controlled.
Neither does it require much vision to foresee what could
happen in the way of campaign contributions from process-
ors completely under the domination of an official of an
administration who did not have to account for his actions
to Congress and who was left with a free hand by Congress
to make such rules and regulations as he saw fit in dealing
with the processors.

Neither is it necessary to point out the hypocrisy of an
administration which promises the elimination of bureau-
cracy, the reduction of the Federal pay roll, and the balanc-
ing of the Budget on the one hand, and then sponsors a bill
setting up not merely a bureaucracy but an autocratic
bureaucracy entailing an organization of tens of thousands
of employees and its financial transactions with the millions
of agricultural producers in the country exempt from any
review by any officer of the Government other than the
officer who directs this autocratic political machine.

WOULD MORE THAN DOUBLE LIVING COSTS OF CONSUMER

The plan would more than double retail costs of com-
modities and products of commodities named in the hill
Section 9, paragraph 1, of the bill stipulates the manner in
which farm prices are to be advanced to the producer. They
are to be advanced by giving the farmer the proceeds of a
tax levied against the processors. That tax shall “equal
the difference between the current average farm price for
the commodity and the fair exchange value of the com-
modity.”

The fair exchange value of the commodity, ascording to
the bill—
shall be the price therefor which will give the commodity the
same purchasing power, with respect to articles farmers buy, as
during the pre-war period, August 1909-July 1914.

Testifying before the House Committee on Agriculture re-
garding the domestic-allotment plan, December 14, 1932,
Frederick P. Lee, attorney on behalf of the farm organiza-
tions supporting the measure—see Hearings on Agricultural
Adjustment Program before the House Committee on Agri-
culture, Seventy-second Congress, second session, December
14, 1932, page 9—explained to the committee how this for-
mula was worked out. His explanation was as follows:

First, you obtain the current index of prices paid by farm-
ers for all commodities which they purchase; second, you ob-
tain the 1910-14 5-year average of actual farm prices paid
to producers of the commodity to which the formula is to be
applied; third, you multiply that 5-year average actual farm
price by the current index of prices paid by farmers. The
answer is the price which should be paid to farmers at pres-
ent in order to bring the price of their products up to a fair
exchange value of the commodity. The bill further states
that in making this computation the Secretary of Agricul-
ture shall use statistics of the Department of Agriculture.

The March issue of a bulletin issued by the United States
Bureau of Agricultural Economics gives the index number of
prices paid by farmers for commodities for the month of
February 1933 as 104. The average of actual farm prices
paid to producers for the 5-year period, 1910-14, is ob-
tained from the United States Department of Agriculture’s
Yearbook. Multiplying that 5-year average of actual farm
price of every commodity by the index number 104, we obtain
what the farm prices of those commeodities should be today,
according to the domestic-allotment formula. The following
table gives that computation:

Index ql‘; bl;rimpdto Farm
price pai DAl 85 1 ioes ag
by farm- | Actual farm priees, | of today
Commodity ers, Feb-| 1910-14 average | under “m
mary allotment| *;q5d
1933 plan
Wheat _ 104 | $0.831 per bushel._| $0.916 $0.323
Cotton 104 | $0.119 per pound.. 24 055
Corn 104 | $0.632 per bushe]. . . 657 104
R . o s i 104 | $0.838 per bushel. . 871 . 302
Tob L3, 104 | £0.104 per pound__ .108 107
Hogs 104 | $7.24 per hundred- 7.53 2.4
weight.
Cattle (prime beef) .o oeeeeeee.. 104 57,5?_13?1; hundred- 7.87 3.31
weight.
‘I' - ’ 1
Sheep and 1AmDS 2. oeemmmaee sou (M@Lpechandied- g S22
bl T S e I e A 104 | $0.30 per pound. .. 312 L1818
Cheesa ! 108 | $9.158. .5 e e L1682 .10

1 The farm prices inthe last column of the above tabls for rice, tobacco, and cheese
are not as of Febrnary 1033, but are the last available data obtsinable at the U.S.
Department of Agriculture. -

# The Agricuitural Yearbook gives the 5-year average farm prices of sheep and lambs
combined, as indicated in the above table. However, current quotations separate
sheep and lambs, as indicated in the last column.

3 Sheep.

¢ Lambs.

In the above table the farm prices as of February 1933 are taken from a bulletin
issued by the U.5. Bureau of Agricultural Economics, Mar. 1, 1933.

This table shows that were the domestic-allotment plan
to become effective as of today, the farm prices of the com-
modities indicated would be increased, as follows: Wheat
183.6 percent, cotton 125.5 percent, corn 238.6 percent, rice
122.2 percent, tobacco 0.9 percent, hogs 156.1 percent, cattle
137.7 percent, sheep and lambs 59 percent, butter 69 percent,
and cheese 62 percent,

Without taking into account any legitimate and necessary
pyramiding which must take place in the handling of a com-
modity between the time it leaves the farm and the time
it reaches the consumer, the prices of products made from
commodities which I have enumerated would be more than
doubled to the consumer. However, inasmuch as each mid-
dleman handling the commodity or the product thereof
must take his profit on the basis of the cost of the com-
modity to him, prices of products made from those com-
modities would be doubled over present prices by the time
they reached the consumer.

Furthermore, under the bill the consumers will have no
recourse from this legislative hold-up. Section 15 of the hill
is devoted to provisions whereby the consumer cannot escape
from increased prices of processed commodities, due to the

law. That section of the bill provides that whenever, by

reason of high prices of products of any of the named com-
modities, the consumer attempts to escape by purchasing
substitutes, such as oleomargarine in place of butter, or
rayon and silk in place of cotton goods, and so forth, the
Secretary of Agriculture shall stop any such attempt by
levying a processing tax on the substitutes.

All of section 15, as well as paragraph B of section 9,
makes the admission that, as a result of this plan, there
will be a decrease in the consumption of the commodities
brought under the plan, and the purpose of section 15 is to
block, if possible, any such decrease in consumption by
resorting to substitutes.

THE BILL VIOLATES  ALL PRINGIPLES OF EQUITABLE TAXATION AND
REPUDIATES ALL DEMOCRATIC PLATFOEMS

Mr. President, it is axiomatic that the smaller the wage or
income of a family, the greater the.proportion of that in-
come which must be spent for food and clothing.
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In other words, every family must first provide for food,
clothing, and shelter—the three prime necessities of life.
These items must be taken out of every family budget be-
fore anything else is purchased. Consequently, the smaller
the family income the larger the percentage of that income
which must go for food, clothing, and rent. Those who
are “merely existing” take practically all their income
for these three items.

A survey made by the United States Labor Bureau about
3 years ago of the manner in which the average industrial
worker of the United States spends his dollar showed the
following division of the average working man’s budget:

Percent
Food 32.3
Rent. 22.6
Clothing 12.2
Fuel and lights____ 6
Household furniture and fixtures. 5.2
Doctors and medicine 3.8
Insurance : 3.4
Car and bus fare 2.2
School expenditures 0.4
Miscellaneous - 11.9

From this analysis it is seen that food and clothing, under
normally prosperous conditions with the wages and the
standard of living which prevailed at that time, toock 44.6
percent of the income of the industrial workers of the United
States.

As wages decrease, the items contained in the classifica-
tion of “ miscellaneous”, which includes recreation, travel,
and so forth, and the other items, with the possible excep-
tion of doctors and medicines, must necessarily decrease,
and it takes a larger and larger percentage of the family
income to provide food and raiment.

Under the present industrial eonditions it is safe to assume
that practically all the income of industrial workers is con-
sumed in an effort to provide food, clothing, and shelter.
This is evidenced by the decrease in the purchase of other
commodities not classified as necessities, such as automo-
biles, radios, household furniture, and so forth.

It is a fundamental principle of taxation that taxes should
be levied according to the ability of the individual to pay.
That is the principle followed in the formulation of the
income tax.

The opposition to the general sales tax was based upon the
argument that it taxed the poor man out of all proportien
to his ability to pay. To rectify this inequality the sales tax
as presented to the House proposed to exempt from its pro-
visions all articles of food and clothing.

The domestic-allotment plan is a sales tax confined ex-
clusively to food and clothing. It, therefore, is a violation of
the fundamental principles of just and equitable taxation,
in that under present conditions it would levy upon prac-
tically all of the income of industrial wage earners and
other wage earners who are working on greatly reduced
salaries. Under the provisions of the bill as introduced the
prices paid the farmer for caltle, sheep, hogs, wheat, cot-
ton, corn, butter, and cheese would be from 150 percent to
300 percent greater than the prices now paid, without allow-
ing any pyramiding, which is inevitable in the processing
and merchandising of any agricultural commodity. These
figures mean that the cost of food and clothing made from
the agricullural commodities named would be increased by
that much to the consumer.

Furthermore, the bill allows the consumer no escape from
this increase in living costs by the substitution of other arti-
cles. For example, if he seeks to avoid an increase in the
price of butter by buying oleomargarine, the bill provides the
Secretary of Agriculture shall stop such substitution by levy-
ing a processing tax on oleomargarine. Section 15 of
this bill is designed to prevent the consumer’s resorting to
substitutes in order to escape high living costs.

Or take clothing made from cotton. If, by reason of this
bill becoming a law, cotton goods would double or treble in
price and the ultimate consumer endeavored to escape this
increase by switching to rayen or other textiles, the bill
provides the Secretary of Agriculture shall immediately levy
a tax on such substitutes.
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This proposal is not only a violation of the fundamental
principles of equitable taxation, but it is a repudiation of
practically every Democratic platform that has been writ-
ten since the Civil War. All such platforms have demanded
that all general taxes should be levied upon wealth. The
Democratic platform of 1924 states that any system of Fed-
eral taxation should not “take from the poor any part of
the necessities of life ”, and that all Federal taxes should be—
so adjusted as to lay the burden of government upon the tax-
payers in proportion to the benefits they enjoy and their ability
to pay. We oppose the so-called “ nuisance taxes ", * sales taxes”,

and all other forms of taxation that unfairly shift to the consumer
the burdens of taxation,

The same thought has found place in practically every

‘| Democratic platform.

For instance, in 1888 the platform said:

All unnecessary taxation is unjust taxation. It is repugnant
to the creed of Democracy that by such taxation the cost of the
neceel:ities of life should be unjustifiably increased to all our
people.

The Democratic platform of 1884 was almost prophetic in
its denunciation of this very bill, for it said:

We are opposed to all propositions which upon any pretext
would convert the General Government into a machine for col-
lecting taxes, to be distributed among the States or the citizens

. And the Democratic platform of 1880 was scarcely less
prophetic in its denunciation of the present Democratic
proposal, for it said:

The Democrats of the United States in convention assembled
declare opposition to centralization and to that dangerous spirit
of encroachment which tends to consolidate the powers of all

the departments into one, and thus to create, whatever be the -
form of government, a real despotism.

DOMESTIC-ALLOTMENT PLAN WOULD ABSOLUTELY DESTROY FOREIGN
MARKETS FOR ANY OF THE PROCESSED COMMODITIES INCLUDED IN
THE PLAN
It is not necessary in an analysis of the bill to reason

why there has been a decrease in the foreign markets of
America’s agriculfural products. But if such analysis were
made it could be summed up as follows: Agricultural prod-
ucts from other agricultural countries, such as the Argen-
tine, South Africa, Russia, Australia, and New Zealand, are
entering the world markets at a price so low that the Ameri-
can farmer cannot meet that price, and therefore is driven
from foreign markets by the operation of the law of
competition.

European countries which are large importers of food
supplies are exerting every effort to increase their domestic
supply of foodstuffs. One of the methods generally adopted
is the application of antidumping regulations against food
imports and other manufactured goods. Section 17 of the
bill not only provides for but encourages and puts a pre-
mium upon the exportation of the processed commodities
named in the bill and their sale in foreign markets at a
lower price than they are sold in this country. It does this
by providing for a rebate or refund of the processing tax to
the exporter of such products.

The moment the bill became a law, European countries
having antidumping provisions would instantly put up the
bars against the importation of such products.

A BILL TO PUT MANUFACTURERS OUT OF BUSINESS

The domestic allotment bill might well be entitled “A plan
to put processors of agricultural commodities out of busi-
ness,” Paragraph 2 of section 8 of the bill admits that the
taxes levied against the processors of the ccmmodities named
in the bill will be so heavy that the processors affected may
not be able to pay those taxes out of their own corporate
income. The bill provides that such processors may borrow
enough money to pay the processing tax from the Recon-
struction Finance Corporation at a rafe of inferest of 3
percent per annum. Incidentally, that adds that much more
to the ultimate cost of living to the consumer.

It would seem that when comparatively few industries of
any kind are operating at a profit, even after they have cuf
wages and all overhead to the bone, and when hundreds of
our industries have been unable to weather the storm, this




1933

would be a most inopportune time to add to the staggering
burdens industry is carrying by adding a tax which is
variously estimated at from $1,500,000,000 to $2,000,000,000.

It would seem when the railroads of this country are
facing the most critical period of their existence, when they
are exerting every effort to increase their car loadings and
freight revenue, it is a most inopportune time to pass a law
that will reduce by 20 percent to 25 percent car loadings of
the agricultural commodities named in this act.

The bill not only is oppressive to the degree of extortion
upon the processors who handle commodities after the bill
has become effective, but it is retroactive in its provisions.
Section 16 of the bill provides the processing tax must be
levied against handlers of the agricultural commodities
named on all products they have on hand at the time the
bill becomes effective. Some idea of what this means may be
obtained from a story in the Chicago papers that, if the bill
were to become effective at present, the floor tax or stock
tax provided for in section 16 would cost the packing indus-
try of this country $200,000,000.

It would be difficult to imagine a more disastrous blow to
our already crippled industrial activities or a more effective
measure to prevent a restoration of prosperous industries
and the increase of employment in those industries.

BOVIETIZATION OF AGRICULTURE

The bill provides no definite plan for bringing about a re-
duction in the acreage of cereals, cotton, and tobacco named
in the bill, or in the reduction of livestock and dairy prod-
ucts. Those details are left entirely to the Secretary of
Agriculture in paragraph 1 of section 8. Several plans have
been suggested whereby reduction of acreage may be ob-
tained through agreements with those farmers who already
are engaged in growing the commodities named. Assuming,
for argument’s sake, that all such agricultural producers
would enter into an agreement to reduce acreage and would
live up to that agreement, the question arises, what of those
farmers who have not been engaged in raising the cereals
named in the bill, or in raising cotton or tobacco? How are
they to be prevented from engaging in the growing of such
products?

The agricultural census shows every State in the Union
grows wheat and corn. If further shows that in many
States the acreage planted in wheat and corn has con-
stantly increased over a period of years. For example,
Ohio’s acreage of wheat harvested steadily increased from
872,000 acres in 1928 to 1,723,000 acres in 1931. Indiana’s
acreage of wheat harvested increased from 910,000 acres in
1928 to 1,678,000 acres in 1931. Kansas, the largest wheat-
growing State in the Union, which produces over 25 percent
of the total wheat harvested in the United States, had an
average acreage of less than 10,000,000 acres in the period
1924 to 1928, but in 1928 it harvested 10,473,000 acres of
wheat, and this acreage steadily increased to 1931 when the
acreage harvested was the record-breaking total of 12,-
632,000. Texas has more than doubled its wheat acreage in
the last 5 years and is still developing. What is to prevent
a continuation of this development of wheat acreage all over
the country by farmers who hitherto have raised no wheat,
going into the wheat-raising industry in order to avail
themselves of the bonuses provided in this bill? Suppose,
for example, that when the plan is finally worked out it is
provided that all wheat growers must reduce their acreage
25 percent from the acreage they have had in wheat for the
last 3 years, or 5 years, or even from the acreage they had
last year.

If they do this in all good faith, they become beneficiaries
under the law of whatever bonuses are paid to wheat growers
complying with the law. A farmer who has grown no wheat
could put 100 acres in wheat this year, and there would be
no way in the world to stop him except by the arbitrary
power and ruling of the Secretary of Agriculture. He could,
under the provisions of this bill, make a rule or regulation
prohibiting any farmer who has hitherto not raised wheat
from engaging in production of wheat, and, under the pro-
visions of this bill, such rule or regulation would have “ the
force and effect of law ” and any violation of such a rule or
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regulation would subject such a farmer to a fine not in excess
of $100. This same argument exactly could be applied fo
the farmer who wanted to engage in raising corn or cotton
or tobacco, or who, not having engaged in any livestock in-
dustry, decided to begin raising hogs or cattle or sheep.

This is Russian sovietization pure and simple. It is not
only the theory of the Soviet*Government, but it is the prac~
tice of the Soviet Government in dealing with its agricul-
tural producers. If our Government, through an arbitrary
rule of the Secretary of Agriculture, can forbid any farmer’s
raising wheat or corn or hogs or cotton or tobacco under
penalty then it can also compel him to raise wheat or corn
or any other commodity, even though he does not care to do
50, and it can compel him to deliver all or part of that pro-
duction to the Governngggt or to any processor for a fixed
price. The power to forbid any farmer’s engaging in produc-
tion is also the power that can compel him to engage in
production. The power of the Government to increase the
price of any agricultural commodity by an arbitrary ruling
of an officer of the Government having the full force and
effect of law, carries with it also the power to decrease the
price of any agricultural commodity.

FUTILITY OF ATTEMPTING TO CONTROL FPRODUCTION BY REDUCING

ACREAGE

Assuming that the plan set up by the Secretary of Agri-
culture for the reduction of acreage of cereals, cotton, and
tobacco should be both practicable and foolproof and that
it would be honestly administered upon the part of the Gov-
ernment officials and honestly observed upon the part of the
producer, there yet remains the uncontrollable factor of the
elements of weather and pests, which render it absolutely
impossible for the most perfect human plan to determine
how much of a crop may be harvested from a given number
of acres planted.

‘Mr. President, I have prepared a table showing acreages
in the different agricultural commodities over a period of
yvears, which I shall not take the time to read, but which
I ask may be inserted in the REecorb.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, it is so
ordered.

The table is as follows:

CORN
1928, acreage 100,673,000; yield, 2.818,901,000 bushels,
1930, acreage 100,829,000; yield, 2,081,048,000 bushels.
WHEAT

acreage 58,272,000; yleld, 814,876,000 bushels.
acreage 62,671,000; yield, 812,673,000 bushels,
acreage 54,949,000
acreage 52,635,000
acreage 52,367,000;

1028,
1929,
1931,
1924,
1925,

yleld, 892,271,000 bushels,
yield, 864,482,000 bushels.
yield, 676,765,000 bushels.

TOBACCO

acreage 1,517.800; yleld, 1,249,276,000 pounds.
acreage 1,5637,843; yield, 1,106,340,000 pounds.
acreage 1,877,000; yield, 1,515,110,000 pounds.
acreage 2,110,330; yield, 1,510,308,000 pounds,
COTTON

1927, acreage 40,138,000; yield, 12,955,000 bales.

1931, acreage 40,495,000; yleld, 16,918,000 bales.

Mr. HEBERT. Mr. President, from these figures it is
readily seen that there is no definite relation between acre-
age and yield, and any plan for the reduction of the quantity
of any harvested crop which depends upon its acreage fot
its success, is certain to fail,

IS THE PROBLEM ONE OF DECREASING PRODUCTION OR OF INCREASING
CONSUMPTION?

A statement issued by the department of rural economics
of Ohio State University shows that production of agricul-
tural products has been steadily declining, until today it is
at a lower ebb than it has been for many years. It does not
need statistical ftabulation to establish the fact that con-
sumption of food products, as well as of other commodities,
is at the lowest point today of two generations, due to the
industrial depression. Conservative figures place the num-
ber of unemployed wage earners at 10,000,000. Counting two
individuals dependent upon each wage earner, we would have
30,000,000 people today without any income. The other
90,080,000 of our population are on a greatly reduced income,

.

1917,
1924,
1923,
1930,
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no matter whether they are wage earners or capitalists,
employers or employees.

Moregver, it is a matter of historical record as well as of
staticiical record that every industrial depression in the
United States which has rezulted in any appreciable number
aof unemployed has been inevitably followed by a decrease in
the consumption of farm products and a corresponding de-
crease in the price of farm products. Furthermore, the
economic history of the country shows that when the in-
dustrial wage earners were put back to work, almost immedi-
ately there resulted an increase in the consumption of farm
products and an increase in the prices thereof.

Apparently, then, the way to attack the farm depression
is not by still further decreasing an already low level of farm
production but to increase employsnt in industrial centers.
We cannot starve an individual or a nation into prosperity
and higher price levels by attempting, through curtailment
of his food supplies, to compel him to pay higher prices for
what little food he does buy.

THE PROMISE AND THE PERFORMANCE

As a candidate for the Presidency, Governor Roosevelt
repeatedly informed the country that he had a very definite
agricultural relief program which he would submit to the
Congress if he were elected, and if he were given a Demo-
cratic Congress would guarantee its speedy enactment into
law.

At San Francisco, September 23, in his address at the
Civic Auditorium, Governor Roosevelt said:

The farm problem is probably the most serious that faces our
Government today, and you people in the cities know how depend-
ent you are for your prosperity on the purchasing power of the
farmer of your Nation. Until the purchasing power of the farm
is restored Industry itself will never revive. * * * And I pro-
pose as a temporary measure, until we reestablish world trade
through a sensible method of tariff by negotiation, to provide :to:r
the farmer what he calls a tariff benefit.

That, my friends, in simple terms means that the farmer is to
receife a price for his product, that portion of his product that is
consumed in the United States, a price equal to the world price
on these commodities plus the amount of the tariff.

Now, my friends, that is something definite. It is something
that intelligent farm leaders have been asking for and advocating
year after year. It is not visionary. It is practical.

Referring to his Topeka speech of September 14, Governor
Roosevelt at Sioux City, Iowa, September 29 said:

The meeting of the farm problem is going to be successful only
if two factors are present. The first is a sympathetic administra-
tion in Washington, and the second is the hearty support and
cooperation of agriculture itself and its leaders.

The proposals I made in Topeka were set forth in this
spirit. * * * I have set up these proposals as a definite stand-
ard to which men and women of all parties could repair, to the
end that the desperate plight of agriculture may be remedied.

At Wheeling, W.Va., October 19, he said:

I have suggested a program for the rehabilitation of agricul-
ture. - This program is practical and I pledge to you that
it will be carried out with speed and dispatch.

At Springfield, Ill., October 21, Governor Roosevelt said:

I want to call your attention to one of the aspects of the great
American agricultural problem. More than a month ago at
Topeka, Kans., I set forth a comprehensive national program for
agriculture. * * * This program is concelved to meet a condi-
tion which cannot longer be endured in a nation endowed with so
much natural wealth. I indulge in no magic formula. * * *
May I also add that I would be the last person to claim sole credit
for the program which I enunciated at Topeka. * * * Itisa
program worked out in cooperation with the wisest leaders of
agriculture itself.

At Atlanta, Ga., October 24, he said:

I wish to outline tonight the cardinal points in my agricultural
program. * * * Another principle of farm relief is to make
it possibla for the farmer to get a larger return for his prod-
uct. * * * The basic purpose of my farm program is to raise
prices on certain agricultural products by some form of what the
farmers of this country know as a tariff benefit. There is nothing
mysterious about this and nothing visionary. It is recognized
by the leaders, not only of agriculture but of the industrial world
as well, that this is a perfectly sound method.

~ Later on in the same speech, he said:

During these weeks I have made it abundantly clei-n' that I pro-
pose a national agricultural policy which will direct itself not only
to the betfter use of our hundreds of millions of acres of every
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of land in the United States, but also to the rehabilitation
of that half of our population which is living on, or directly con-
cerned with, the products of the soil.

In closing his campain, in a speech at the Metropolitan
Opera House, New York City, November 4, Governor Roose-
velt reviewed what he had promised the people in the way
of a definite program of reconstruction which would lift
them out of the depression. The following is an excerpt
from that speech:

I have sought during these months to emphasize a broad policy
of construction, of national planning, and of national building, in
harmony with the best traditions of the American system. * *

At Topeka I outlined a complete national plan for the restora
tion of agriculture.

So much for the promises which he made.

What is his definite plan, which he repeatedly stated
during the campaign had been worked out, that it was prac-
tical, that it was not visionary, that it had received the
endorsement not only of agricultural leaders but of indus-
trial leaders, that it was workable? He submitted this plan
to Congress in a special message Thursday, March 16. The
best he could say for it was as follows:

Deep study and the joint counsel of many points of view have
produced a measure which offers great promise of good results. I
tell you frankly it is a new and untrod path, but I tell you with
equal frankness that an unprecedented condition calls for the trial
of new means to rescue agriculture. If a fair administrative trial
of it is made and it does not produce the hoped-for resuilts, I
shall be the first to acknowledge it and to advise you.

Quite a difference between the President’s official presen-
tation of the measure to the Congress and the definite, un-
equivocal promises he made during the campaign!

His message indicates he does not know whether or not
it is workable—although in the campaign he said he had a
plan which was workable.

In his message he clearly states he does not know whether
it is practical—although in the campaign he said the plan
he had worked out was practical.

In his message he clearly indicates that he does not know
whether or not it is visionary—although in the campaign
he assured the people it was not visionary.

In his message he clearly indicates there is nothing defi-
nite in his mind as to whether or not it will bring about the
desired results—although in his campaign he repeatedly told
the people his plan was definite.

I am not unmindful of the results which will flow from the
operation of this bill, as I interpret its provisions. I am
convinced that, so far as cotton textiles are concerned, the
bill is most discriminatory.

The bill admits, as I see it, that the operations of the law

would undoubtedly raise the price of cotton goods to such
an extent that buyers would seek substitutes, such as rayon,
linen, and so forth. Then it attempts to set up preventives
or safeguards against such substitutions by authorizing the
Secretary of Agriculture to impose a processing tax.
"~ There is nothing in the bill, however, and there can be
no provision that would prevent the American buyer from
substituting foreign cotton goods for domestic cotton goods;
and with cotton goods increased in price by reason of this
bill, as they would be—for the bill would double the price
of raw cotton—foreign manufacturers of cotton textiles
would be able to jump our tariff walls and undersell our
cotton manufacturers in this market. Even at the present
price of raw cofton and the corresponding present price of
cotton textiles there are many cotton textiles being im-
ported and sold at a profit to the importer. Increase our
domestic prices and the imported cotton goods would drive
the domestic cotton goods out of the market.

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from
Rhode Island yield to the Senator from West Virginia?

Mr. HEBERT. I do.

Mr. HATFIELD. Has the Senator given any considera-
tion to the farmers who own farms in a State that has
within it cities of large population, and what advantage
the millers or processors in those States would have over
the millers or processors in States where the population is
small?
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Mr. HEBERT. Mr. President, undoubtedly an advantage
may come under those conditions in a State like my own,
for instance, where most of the farmers do not have to
travel more than 20 or 30 miles to an ideal market. That
is not true all over the country.

Mr. HATFIELD. For instance, take the State of New
York. Would not the farmer in the State of New York
fare far better than a farmer out in the Central West or
out in the Northwest who produced like commodities, in
that the New York farmer could sell his products within the
State of New York and not come under the processing law
at all?

Mr. HEBERT. Of course, Mr. President, so far as the
commodities produced and consumed in a given State are
concerned, as I understand the operation of this measure,
they would not be subject to its provisions; and, therefore, to
that extent, the local producer would have a marked ad-
vantage over a producer in another State transporting his
goods there for sale.

Mr. HATFIELD. Then the far-away farmer in the West
or the Northwest would have a very great disadvantage in
selling his products in the thickly populated sections—in the
eastern sections, say—that he could not very well overcome,
as compared with the local conditions that exist respecting
the preference given to the local farmer.

Mr. HEBERT. Unquestionably there would be that dif-
ferential.

It should not be difficult to convince the American farmer
who produces foodstuffs that he would not gain by destroy-
ing the cotton-textile industry in this country.

In my consideration of this measure I have not been un-
mindful of the failures which have been met in previous
attempts of Congress to relieve the distress of the farmers.
I voted for the appropriation of $500,000,000 which was made
in 1929 for the relief of agriculture. I then had some mis-
givings about the success of the proposal. I was never con-
vinced that we could change by legislative fiat the laws of
supply and demand. Experience has again shown that to
be true. My only hope in supporting that measure was the
possibility of affording some relief to agriculture through
the organization of cooperatives and some sort of marketing
arrangements which would give to the farmer the full benefit
of the price of his product. That, in a measure, I think, has
resulted; but clearly every attempt to fix prices of actual
commodities has met with abject failure. I am convinced
that the provisions of the pending bill, looking to similar
action, will meet with a like failure and will leave the farmer
in a worse plight than that in which he now finds himself.
Not only that, but the burdens which will be imposed upon
the other three fourths of our population will be unbearable
if my analysis of the bill is in any way correct.

We speak of the necessity of increasing the buying power
of the people of the Nation. I wonder how that is to be
done if, as I understand the provisions of this bill, we are
to raise the price of foodstuffs to the consumers. If is to
be borne in mind that approximately 32 percent of the
wages of the people engaged in industry goes to the purchase
of food.” If that be so, and I do not think it will be denied,
then manifestly if this bill becomes a law and the price of
foodstuffs is doubled, it goes without saying that people en-
gaged in industry must either devote twice as much of their
earnings to the purchase of foodstuffs, or reduce their con-
sumption to one half the volume they now use. I am con-
vinced they will not do the former. Rather will they limit
themselves, and in limiting themselves the markets for farm
products will be destroyed, at least to a very considerable
extent. -

And so I have reached the conclusion that this hill will
not benefit the farmer. Then too, as was well stated by the
Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. Reep] in his argument
yesterday, the allocation of costs to the various States off-
seiting the benefits to the farmers in those States, is worthy
of very serious thought. For example, the State I have the
honor to represent, will pay into this fund from 75 to 100
times as much as it will receive back. The farmers of
Rhode Island themselves will pay approximately as much as
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they get out of it, and the urban population of my State will
pay 7} millions of dollars without any corresponding re-
turn.

While I have not studied the measure with the view of
satisfying myself as to its constitutionality, I am not un-
familiar with some of the cases to which reference has been
made in the course of this debate, and I have reached the
conclusion that it will not stand the test of constitutionality
if submitted to the Supreme Court for an opinion.

Throughout this special session of Congress I have re-
peatedly said to my constituents that I desired to support
the administration in the measures it proposes, in the hope
that some relief may come to the people of this country.
I have done that insofar as it has been possible for me to
reach the conviction that those measures would be bene-
ficial. If I could be convinced that this bill would benefit
the country in any way, or benefit any considerable group
of our citizens without doing a most serious injustice to
all of the other groups, I should hesitate to oppose it; but
my conviction is that ifs enactment is not going to be bene-
ficial to that class of our citizens in whose interests it is
proposed, and most assuredly it will impose very onerous
burdens upon the great majority of the citizens of the
country.

Because we are faced with an emergency there is no valid
reason why we should disregard all the lessons of the past.
It will not serve any useful purpose to have action without
knowing what will be the resulf. It were better to know the
probable effects of any action we propose to take before
taking it than to be forced to the necessity of retracing our
steps later on out of the morass in which I am convinced
this measure is bound to lead us. .

Mr. AUSTIN. Mr. President, I shall vote against this
measure so long as there are contained in it parts 2 and 3.

I regret that I am obliged by my conscientious convictions
to vote against this measure, because such conduct might
imply that I am not in sympathy with the objectives of the
measure, whereas in fact I would support, and if I had the
intelligence to do so I would draft a measure that would
accomplish those very objectives, namely, the limitation of
production and the elevation of the purchasing power of
agricultural products.

There are two main reasons why I cannot vote for this
measure in its entirety.

In the first place, I am firmly persuaded that in letter
and in theory these two parts of the measure to which I
object are unconstitutional.

The other reason is that if this law were so put into opera-
tion in the wisdom and the sacred regard for the Constitu-
tion which characterize that great man who is now our
Secretary of Agriculture, and in whom personally I have
great confidence, so as to avoid the faults which are written
out plainly on the face of it, and which permeate the theory
of it entirely, it is my opinion that it would bring utter
disaster to that great class of our inhabitants for whom it
is designed, the farmers of this country.

I hope, in the few moments which I shall take of the time
of the Senate, to adhere to those two grounds of objection

" to the enactment of the bill. - As to the first one, regarding

its constitutionality, I am not criticizing any other Member
of the Senate when I take the position which I do take here
regarding the constitutionality or unconstitutionality of the
measure which is before the Senate for adoption. I feel
bound to exercise my very best judgment at the first oppor-
tunity to ascertain whether any and every measure which is
proposed in the Senate will stand the test of constitution-
ality, and if, in my opinion, it does not bear that test, I feel
conscientiously bound to oppose the passage of the measure,
and not to pass it up to the judiciary to determine that we
have enacted a law which is unconstitutional.

Mr. President, I find myself not taking a new position in
that regard. I cite, for the consideration of Senators, a very
distinguished authority for that stand. I call attention to
what a President of the United States stated, and I refer
to William Howard Taft, in his veto message to the Con-
gress on February 28, 1911. This was a veto message on the
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Webb-Kenyon bill. I read a short extract from the Con-
GRESSIONAL REcorRD proceedings of the Senate at page 4292,
as follows: ;

It is sald that it should be left to the Supreme Court to say
whether this proposed act viclates the Constitution. I dissent
utterly from this proposition. The oath which the Chief Execu-
tive takes and which each Member of Congress takes, does not
bind him any less sacredly to observe the Constitution than the
oaths which the Justices of the Supreme Court take. It is ques-
tionable whether the doubtful constitutionality of the bill ought
not to furnish a greater reason for voting against the bill or
vetoing it than for the Court to hold it to be invalid. The Court
will only declare a law invalid where its unconstitutionality is
clear, while the lawmaker may very well hesitate to vote for a
bill if of doubtful constitutionality because of the wisdom of
keeping clearly within the fundamental law. The custom of leg-
islators and executives having any legislative function to remit to
the courts entire and ultimate responsibility as to the consti-
tutionality of the measures which they take part in passing is an
abuse which tends to put the court constantly in opposition to
the legislature and executive, and, indeed, to the popular sup-
porters of unconstitutional laws. If, however, the legislators and
the executives had attempted to do their duty, this burden of
popular disapproval would have been lifted from the courts, or at
least considerably lessened.

For these reasons, and in spite of the popular approval of this
bill, I have not felt justified in signing it, because I feel that
under principles of proper constitutional construction it violates
the interstate-commeree clause of our fundamental law.

Mr. President, I adopt that as a clearer and better state-
ment of my position than I can make myself, and, being
under that conscientious devotion to duty, I could not, even
in the name of emergency, support a measure which, like
this, has glaringly set out on the very face of it and in its
very language unconstitutional provisions or provisions
which viclate in their exact words the simple terms and
provisions of the Constitution of the United States.

Mr. President, it is not necessary to construe its words or
to seek the objective of this legislation in order to find this
bill in conflict with the Constifution of the United States.
It expressly transgresses that clause of the Constitution
which forbids the laying of any tax or duty upon articles
exported from any State.

The learned Senator from Alabama [Mr. Baxkgeap] ad-
verted to that subject yesterday and cited a case. I have
no conflict whatever with the position he took, nor do I
disagree with the case he cited. It is true, in my opinion,
that that section of the Constitution relates to goods which
are transported without the dominion of the Unifed States
and is not applicable to those transactions interstate. So
there is, in fact, no conflict between him and me in this
respect.

My objection is that by subdivision (b), found on page 23
of the proposed act, a bond is required “ satisfactory to the
Secretary of the Treasury for the faithful observance of the
provisions of this title requiring the payment of taxes”
from any person who wishes to export, in the sense of the
interpretation by the Senator from Alabama; that is, trans-
port without the United States any of these commodities or
any commodities which are in competition with them. That
part of the bill is not subject to the claim that it does not
relate to exports, because it says it does relate to exports,
in the following terms:

Upon the giving of bond satisfactory to the Secretary of the
Treasury for the faithful observance of the provisions of this title
requiring the payment of taxes, any person shall be entitled,
without payment of the tax, to process for such exportation any
commodity with respect to which a tax is imposed by this title, or

to hold for such exportation any article processed wholly or in
chief value therefrom. :

There is no need of trying fo interpret that. It means
the processing of an article that is to be transported across
the Canada line, or across the Atlantic Ocean, or across the
Mexican border, or across the Pacific Ocean. All the men
who are exempt from the power of Congress to tax must,
under the terms of this bill, give a bond to the Secretary of
the Treasury of the United States that they will conform to
the terms of this proposed law; and those terms are ex-
traordinary. Not even in time of war have there been any
terms of any law which equal these in exposure of the
people of this country to the tyranny of one individual.
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Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr, President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. AUSTIN. I yield.

Mr. BANKHEAD. I would like to have the distinguished
Senator point out where there is any provision in the bill
which would lay a tax or a duty upon exports. The Sen-
ator’s objection to the bill formerly was that it violated
clause 5 of section 9 of article I of the Constitution, which
prohibits the imposition of a duty or tax on articles ex-
ported from any State. I take it the Senator does not claim
that because a processor is put under bond when he is en-
gaging in the export business that he will not sell the goods
elsewhere on account of not being required to pay the tax;
that then there is no duty or tax placed upon the exported
article; and the bond to which the Senator refers, I doubt-
less assume he will concede, is for his protection, because
of the fact that the export tax does not apply.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the Senator yield that I
may ask for a quorum? I suggest the absence of a quorum
and ask for a roll call.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ver-
mont yield for that purpose?

Mr. AUSTIN. No; I think, if the Senator does not in-
sist upon it——

Mr. LONG. I certainly hope the Senator will let us have
a quorum,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will call the roll.

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and the following Sen-
ators answered to their names:

Adams Copeland Johnson Pittman
Ashurst Costigan Kean Pope

Austin Couzens Eendrick Robinson, Ark.
Bachman Cutting Keyes Robinson, Ind.
Balley Dickinson King Russell
Bankhead Dieterich La Follette Schall
Barkley Dill Logan Sheppard
Black Duffy Lonergan Bhipstead
Bone Erickson Long Smith

Borah Fletcher McAdoo Btelwer
Bratton Frazier McCarran Stephens
Brown George McGill Thomas, Okla.
Bulkley Glass McEellar Thomas, Utah
Bulow Goldsborough McN Trammell
Byrnes Gore Murphy Vandenberg
Capper Hale Neely Van Nuys
Caraway Harrison Norbeck Wagner

Carey Hastings Norris Walcott

Clark Hatfield Nye Walsh
Connally Hayden Overton Wheeler
Coolidge Hebert Patterson White

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Eighty-four Senators having
answered to their names, a quorum is present.

Mr. AUSTIN. Mr. President, at the time when a quorum
was called an interrogatory had been propounded by the
distinguished Senator from Alabama [Mr. BangrEAD], Who
asked, as I recall, what part of this proposed law laid a tax
upon any goods that were to be exported from any State.
My answer now is that that part of the bill providing for a
tax lays such a tax as I have indicated. That provision will
be found on page 10, section 9, of the bill. It requires no
particular acumen to understand the bond provision of the
bill with respect to exported goods, and clearly to observe
that if no bond shall be given, then the goods will not be
exempt from the tax, because the only condition in the bill
| which prevents such goods from taxation is that a bond
shall be filed by the exporter. _

If it needs any further interpretation, one has only to
turn back one paragraph to find a provision for refunding
of taxes already paid on exported products of a State. How-
ever, take other provisions of the bill, which have been so
ably argued here already and which I do not intend to re-
argue, and consider how they will operate. We discover
that it is perfectly clear that this bill cannot operate as to
intrastate transactions, because Congress has no power to
regulate commerce in intrastate transactions. We see, of
course, as I have tried to point out, that it cannot operate
as to exports from a State, because no tax can be levied
by Congress on exports from a State. Therefore, this bill
must be so administered by the distinguished Secretary of
Agriculture as it shall apply only to interstate transactions.

Now, Mr. President, theoretically apply the measure to

such transactions, and where do we arrive? We arrive ab
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one of the major reasons why the bill should not pass and
become a law, and that is that in the commerce eonducted
inside the boundaries of every sovereign State no tax can be
collected upon the commodities transported in such
commerce.

For instance, take milk. Can Congress collect a tax upon
the producers of milk in the State of Massachusetts who
sell their milk within the confines of that State? Oh, no;
that is absolutely prohibited by the Constitution; and the
great Secretary of Agriculture will not try to enforce any
such collection. If, however, he should do so, do you think,
Mr. President, that the citizens of Massachusetts would pay
the tax? I am suggesting the thought that there would be
a conflict over the execution of this proposed law in the
State of Massachusetts. On the other hand, the milk pro-
ducer in the State of Vermont who undertakes to market
his milk in the city of Boston, which is one of his largest
markets, must pay the tax. In other words, there is a tax
on Vermont milk in Boston and there is freedom from that
burden for milk produced in Massachusetts and marketed
in Boston. I ask whether that is going to produce a stabili-
zation of the price and of the buying power of milk in New
England? Senators know the answer. And when that situ-
ation is extended fo every commodity that may be classed as
one of the basic commodities included in the bill, and to all
the substitutes therefor, I suggest to the consideration of
the Senate that that kind of commerce will be thrown into
chaos. It was to prevent just that kind of chaos and to
obviate disaster to the farmers of the country and to all
its liberty-loving citizens that the greaf convention which
met in Philadelphia framed the Federal Constitution, which
we are now invoking.

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, will the Senator
yield?

Mr. AUSTIN. I yield to the Senator from Michigan.

Mr. VANDENBERG. May I say to the Senator, confirm-
ing the hypothesis which he now lays before the Senate, that
the very able ex-Senator from Wisconsin, Mr. Blaine, takes
practically the same view, and has said to me that the milk
producers of Wisconsin now contemplate the complete loss
or the possibility of the complete loss of their Chicago mar-
ket as a result of this legislation, if it shall be enacted?

Mr. AUSTIN. I thank the Senator from Michigan for
his suggestion.

Mr. STEIWER. Mr. President, will the Senator yield
further?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from
Vermont yield to the Senator from Oregon?

Mr, AUSTIN. I yield.

Mr. STEIWER. With reference to the question of the
power of the United States to deal with intrastate traffic,
has the Senator considered the application of the rule em-
ployed in rate making by the Interstate Commerce Commis-
sion? I have in mind the Minnesola Rate cases and the
proposition that the Inferstate Commerce Commission may
properly - regulate intrastate rates as an incident to the
power to regulate interstate rates. Does the Senator feel
that that principle has application here?

Mr. AUSTIN. It is some time since I read those cases,
but I have read them; and I am familiar, I believe, with the
principle upon which those decisions rest. They rest upon
the ground of the public service and the public welfare and
upon the peculiar control which the Government has over
the transportation of persons and goods. They are not
parallel at all with the proposition of reaching over the
boundary of a sovereign State and saying, “I will tax your
transactions of purchase; I will license your contracts of
sale; I will put in the penitentiary all who do not conform
to my regulations prescribing how the business inside State
lines shall be conducted.”

Mr. STEIWER. In other words, the Senator is contend-
ing that the difference is in the diverse character of the
two proposals?

Mr, AUSTIN. I believe so, Mr. President. The rate cases
obviously are affected with a public interest. In respect
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to the products of the farm the only way we can possibly
save our faces in undertaking to enact such a bill as would
regulate their transportation in interstate commerce by a
tax upon them is to declare and fo force through the propo-
sition that farm products in interstate commerce are also
affected by a public interest. To that I do not agree, and
that ought to be one reason for opposing this bill, because
I understand the bill expressly declares that doctrine in its
opening paragraph.

Since the question has been asked, I wish to add to the
list of serious cases, well considered, which already have
been put in the Recorp here, supporting the proposition
that the Government of the United States cannot exceed the
powers which have been vested in it by the sovereign States. -
The people of the country who ordained that Constitution
were the people of the sovereign States. It has been so
first, last, and all the time. They retain in themselves the
great reservoir of power, and Congress only has those
powers which have been delegated to it. When they dele-
gated to Congress the power to regulate commerce between
the States, they said to all the world, “ We save unto our-
selves the power and the right to regulate the commerce
within our sovereign States respectively.” The Supreme
Court of the United States, which they set up as that unique
feature of our form of Government to have the exclusive,
final, absolute word upon whether a law transgresses that
power, said in this case which I wish to add to the other
cases in the Recorp—that is, the case of Bailey v. Drezel
Furniture Co. (259 U.S. 39), as follows:

Out of a proper respect for the acts of a coordinate branch of
the Government—

Meaning the Congress, of course—

this Court has gone far to sustain taxing acts as such, even
though there has been ground for suspecting from the weight of
the tax it was intended to destroy its subject.

But in the act before us the presumption of wvalidity cannot
prevail, because the proof of the contrary is found on the very
face of its provisions. Grant the validity of this law and all that
Congress would need to do hereafter in seeking to take over to its
control of any one of the great number of subjects of public
interest, jurisdiction of which the States have never parted with
and which are reserved io them by the fenth amendment, would
be to enact a detalled measure of complete regulation of the
subjects and enforce it by a so-called “fax" upon departures
from it. To give such magic to the word * tax * would be to break
down all constitutional limitation of the powers of Congress
and completely wipe out the sovereignty of the States.

Mr. President, I have referred to my own dear State. I
cannot help but recognize the traditions of her people, her
remarkable history of independence, and her wonderful
struggle against hostile neighbors and against the Conti-
nental Congress and against British tyranny in order that
she might found in the Green Mountains a republican form
of government. I cannot fail to take cognizance of the fact
that we are inspired by the spirit of those pioneer fore-
fathers who carved out an independent republic which en-
dured for 14 years, carried on its own public affairs, coined
its own money, conducted international negotiations,
financed its own army, contributed a well-equipped and
very dextrous regiment to the Continental Army, and by
means of international negotiations known as * the Haldi-
mand negotiations ” kept 10,000 British Regulars north of the
Canadian line for 2 whole years until Cornwallis surrendered
at Yorktown.

I cannot forget, as I sit here and try to do my duty
humbly, that there is nothing more sacred to them than the
sovereignty of the little State of Vermont, and any attempt
to break down the safeguards which they erected in that
Constitution excites me to battle. I predict that any attempt
to enforce this bill when it becomes a law, as the indica-
tions are that it will, by the collection of a tax, by the levy-
ing of a license against an individual, by the imprisonment.
of a Vermont citizen on account of anything that he may do
which is the sole jurisdiction of the Government of the State
of Vermont, will meet with that opposition, which will be
effective. Of course, it will be by due process of law, but it
will be determined; and I believe that every other State in the
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Union will take the same position and will fight for its rights
as a sovereign State and will not submit to any dictatorship
being placed over the power and the right of the citizens of
its State to contract among themselves freely and to transfer
from one to the other their own property. I believe they
will resist to the last ditch any attempt by the Federal Con-
gress to lay a direct tax upon the stocks of merchandise in
their warehouses and in their grocery stores throughout the
several States.

That is another feature of the bill which I regard as a
direct violation of the Constitution. That is another fea-
ture of the bill which undertakes to shear away from the
several States a power that is very essential to them and
* which must be saved unto them in order that they may be
able to operate their governments effectively, for they must
have the right of direct taxation. We cannot take it away
from them by an act of Congress unless we do it in the
manner pointed out by the Constitution, and that is by the
method of apportionment according fo the census.

Mr, HASTINGS. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ver-
mont yield to the Senator from Delaware?

Mr. AUSTIN. I am glad to yield.

Mr. HASTINGS. I desire to inquire of the Senator in
order that I may be certain that I understand his conten-
tion. Do I understand the Senator to contend that it will
be impossible for the Secretary of Agriculture to require
of the processor in Kansas a license before he can process
the wheat grown and sold to him by a grower in Kansas?

Mr. AUSTIN. That is my interpretation of the bill—that
is, if it is executed according to the Constitution. On the
other hand, if it is executed according to the letter of the
law and according to its theory he can do so, and then the
Kansas taxpayer will probably assert his rights.

Mr. HASTINGS. Does the Senator contend that it is im-
possible under our Constitution for the Congress to enact
any law that will force upon a processor in Kansas the ne-
cessity for taking out a license before he can process the
wheat grown in Kansas?

Mr. AUSTIN. That is my contention.

Mr. HASTINGS. If that be true, it may be necessary for
the Kansas wheat grower to transfer his wheat to some
other State in interstate commerce before it can possibly
be brought within the terms of the bill.

Mr. AUSTIN. Yes, Mr. President, that is my theory, and
that is one of my objections to the bill. Although there is
much to be said upon it, I have said enough.

Let me now consider the conditions generally as they
stand today in this country with reference to like com-
modities produced in other countries. Of course, it is natu-
ral for a person who lives right close to a friendly foreign
country to consider the competition that flows over the line.
We all know—it is a matter of public knowledge, it is a
matter of common knowledge, every workman in this coun-
try knows, every employer of labor in this country knows,
and every consumer knows—that all of the protection which
was designed by tariffs for our labor and for our producer
has been borne down and in some cases destroyed by the
difference in the value of our gold dollar and the sterling
pound.

Senators have noticed a gift from someone, laid on our
desks within a few moments, a copy of the Saturday Eve-
ning Post for April 15, 1933, of which there should be one
in every family, in which the leading article, written by
Garet Garrett, calls emphatically to the attention of the
world the fact that against the economic pressure of all
the countries whose dollar or whose other unit of exchange
has been depreciated we have nothing, not even a com-
pensating tariff in the United States, to protect and defend
the commerce, the industry, and the labor of this country.
He quotes on page 36 from a bulletin of the Department of
Commerce, which I wish to read, as follows:

Imports of many commedities are mcrensing. particularly of
dutiable or largely competitive products. * * Commodities
numbering 232 were imported in greater volume during 1932 than
in 1931. Of this number, 76 were free of duty (largely non-
competitive products), and 157 were dutiable (largely competitive
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products). * * * TImports accounting for 18 percent of the
total value of dutiable goods were received in increaged quantities,

The writer calls attention, Mr. President, to the fact that
the first result of that tremendous change in the situation
is bad, namely, the lowering of the price which we are trying
to support in part by this bill; but he also points out an evil
that is still greater than that, and that is the promise or
the threat of an increase in that condition, and he quotes
from the Department of Commerce as follows regarding
that. I suppose one could not summon here to the Senate
a more reliable witness upon the fact than the Department
of Commerce, could he? It is as follows:

The extent to which import competition in our domestic trade
has developed during the past year, as a result of depreciated
currencies, is not an adequate indication of the potential develop-
ment. * * * With conditlons as they are today—more than
half of the world’s trade being carried on by depreciated-cur-
rency countries and stocks of important raw materials and food-
stuffs exceedingly large—costs of production and prices in gold-
standard countries tend to seek the levels prevailing in nongold
countries, Until the costs of production and prices of some of
our commodities are further reduced, or some tariff adjustments
are made, imports should tend to supply an increasing proportion
of our domestic needs.

And right in the face of that condition, which I say is
known to every one in this country, we have to consider a
bill of this character, which lays an additional burden upon
the producer and upon the processor in this country in his
competition with foreign goods!

Of course, this bill contains a provision that the man who
will be the dictator of its administration may lay upon the
imported product a tax similar to the tax that is laid upon
the domestic product; but what provision is there in this bill
or any other bill which will put the domestic products in
a position of fair or equal competition with the foreign prod-
uct which is now getting in here over the tariff wall as a
result of the depreciated cwrrencies of foreign countries?
Absolutely nothing.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, what was the Senator reading
from?

Mr. AUSTIN. I was reading from page 36 of the Saturday
Evening Post, which someone brought in here a few mo-
ments ago. I had previously read that article, and was
struck by those facts, because I think they are evidence to
be taken into consideration in determining the policy of
passing this bill.

What I am trying to say is that in this condition of affairs,
in this general depression, and in this special depression of
agricultural products caused by the competition of such
products from abroad, we now have a bill introduced to in-
crease the chaotic conditions of commerce and agriculture.
We have a bill introduced which is going to provide one price
for the Government cotton—and that is a large quantity,
and will last for a long time—and another price for the
cotton which the grower sells from his farm:; is it not?
Yes, indeed. We are going to bring about that result be-
cause we expressly exempt the Government cotton from this
tax, and do not exempt the grower from this tax. We are
also going to have two different prices on cotton for the
reason that the cotton which is transferred from the pro-
ducer to the processor in the State where it was grown is
exempt from this tax by the Constitution, and if the Secre-
tary of Agriculture administers this law according to the
Constitution—as we are promised he is likely to do—those
transactions will be free from the tax, and we will have a
tax-free price in that State; but over the border, in the next
State, where that cotton is transferred to a processor, we
will have another price, because there the tax must be added.

That is true of every one of these commodities. There
will be two prices—the domestic price, using the word
* domestic ” as meaning intrastate, and the foreign price,
using the word “ foreign ” as meaning the price in interstate
commerce. Add to that this international confusion, and I
submit that in the administration of this bill by any intelli-
gent man who designs to prevent the bill from transgressing
the Constitution of the United States there can be but one re-
sult on the farmer, and that is further disorder, further
chaos, further instability in his price level; and goodness
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knows that every onhe of us here desires something else, and
that that is what we should be glad to vote for if we had the
opportunity to do it.

Mr. President, I shall not take the time of the Senate
further.

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ver-
mont yield to the Senator from Texas?

Mr. AUSTIN. Yes.

Mr. CONNALLY. Has the Senator any suggestions along
the line of farm relief which he thinks would give the farmer
these benefits?

Mr. AUSTIN. No; I stated earlier in my remarks that I
professed no special skill; that I wished I did have the intel-
ligence to devise a measure that would stabilize farm prices,
that would increase the purchasing power of farm products,
and that would limit the production; but I cannot offer any
such suggestions. Unfortunately, I have not the honor of
being a member of the committee o which this matter was
referred. I would readily accept a measure which was ex-
perimental, as this is declared to be, if it were apparent that
it would help the farmer, provided it did not clearly and on
its face transgress the Constitution.

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield
further?

Mr. AUSTIN. Yes.

Mr. CONNALLY. In other words, the Senator confesses
that he has no plan at all, he has no idea as to what will
be helpful, but he is against this plan, and will be against
any other plan unless it is apparent in advance that it is
helpful and beneficial and sure to be constitutional, and
unless he is sure that it will be workable, and sure that it
will be practicable, and sure that it will be popular, and
sure that it will be something else.

Does the Senator think we will ever solve the farm prob-
lem, or any other problem, if Senators approach such ques-
tions in the mental attitude of the Senator from Vermont—
one of negation and of opposition?

Mr. AUSTIN. Mr. President, I realize that that question
is not a fair question. Nevertheless, I shall try to answer it.

Mr. CONNALLY. I beg the Senator’s pardon. If the

question is unfair I withdraw it.
* Mr. AUSTIN. No; the Senator from Texas need not beg
my pardon in that connection. I think I am able to under-
stand the implication of that question, which charges that
the state of mind of the Senator from Vermont is not favor-
able to aiding the farmer.

Mr. CONNALLY., Oh, no, Mr. President! I think I have
a right to have the Senator yield to me. The Senator says
my question is unfair. Therefore, I withdraw it. I do not
want to be under the implication of propounding an unfair

- question.

Mr. AUSTIN. The Senator may withdraw his question,

but the Senator from Vermont is going to reply to it.
- I say that T am not competent, and I know it, to do the
thing suggested by the Senafor from Texas; and I am not
willing to go out before the people of the United States and
support a measure which I feel certain is destined to dam-
age my neighbors.

I will say that I have seen tried with some degree of suc-
cess a measure of cooperation in the marketing of farm
products which did tend to stabilize the price and to raise
its level, and I favor that; and if T stay in the Congress of
the United States I am likely to try as best I may to attain
that objective by some other measure which will be consti-
tutional, and which will seem to me more likely to ac-
complish the objective. What I am trying to co here at
this instant, however, is to interpose such objection to the
passage of this measure as I have uttered here, because I
believe that the paramount thing for us to do is to save the
blessings of liberty to our people, and to keep government
iree at a time when the excitement of a great people, caused
by distress and suffering, has such an appeal fo our emo-
tions that it may sweep us off our feet and make us do
things which, upon sober consideration, we would not do.
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Mr. LONG. Mr. President, if some other Senators desire
to speak at this time I do not want fo debate my amend-
ment, for which the Senator from Montana [Mr. WHEELER]
has offered a substitute. I gladly will yield the floor, because
I do not want a vote taken this afternoon, and I am not
anxious to have the Senator from Montana speak to the very
light membership that has stayed around the Senate on this
late Saturday afternoon. I would rather hear from some
other Senators on this farm legislation for the remainder of
the evening, or I would rather suggest to the Senators from
South Carolina and Arkansas and Oregon that they consider
the question of taking a recess at this time.

Mr, SMITH. Mr. President, if no Senator is desirous of
speaking on or-pressing the amendment, or the substitute
for the amendment that has been offered, I think we ought
to address ourselves to some of the other amendments.
Thex: afre quite a number of them here that should be dis-
posed of.

Mr. WHEELER. Mr. President, I should much prefer to
do that. I had intended to speak today, but I was not able
to get the floor earlier in the day because of the fact thaf
other Senators did. It is late now. This is an important
subject, and many Senators are absent who want to be here
when it is discussed. I should much prefer not to be com- °
pelled to go on and speak this afternoon.

Mr. LONG. The Senator will not be compelled to go on
this afternoon, because I can speak a while myself.

Mr, WHEELER. I do not want to take up the time of the
Senate, nor do I want to do anything which will prolong the
discussion. I do not intend to speak for a long time, but I
do y;rant to speak Monday, when we are apt to get a vote
on it.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr. President, there are a
number of perfecting amendments.

Mr. SMITH. That is what I had reference to.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Those amendments may
very readily be disposed of, and I think will not require a
great deal of time. I think we ought to consider them, and
then perhaps it will be approaching the time when we shall
discontinue the session for the day.

If the Senator will permit me at this juncture to offer a
perfecting amendment——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Arkansas
is recognized.

Mr. LONG. I have no objection, Mr. President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair assumed that the
Senator from Louisiana had yielded the floor.

Mr. LONG. I had, but I understand that my amendment
is before the Senate.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. It is temporarily laid aside
for the consideration of other amendments.

Mr. LONG. I have no objection to its being temporarily
laid aside for the cosideration of other amendments.

Mr, ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr. President, I oﬁ‘er the
following amendment: :

On line 2, page 17, of the bill, after the word “ tit.le in&ert
the following:

and expansion of markets and removal of surplus agricultural
products.

Mr. President, the effect and purpose of this amendment
are to broaden the use permitted by the proposed statute of
the funds acquired under the bill, so that a portion of the
same may be used for expanding markets. I think the pur-
pose will meet with general approval, :

Mr, SMITH. Let me understand, Mr. President. The
purpose of this amendment is that part of the proceeds of
the tax collected may be used for the purpose of expanding
our markets in foreign countries?

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Yes.

Mr. SMITH. That has been brought to my attention, and
there was an amendment other than this one—of course, I
shall not object to the pending amendment—Ilooking toward
putting a tax on certain articles for that specific purpose,
I shall not object to the adoption of the pending amend-
ment.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing
to the amendment offered by the Senator from Arkansas.

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, I should like to have the
amendment stated.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. I will have to read it. I
propose to add the words “ and expansion of markets and
removal of surplus agricultural products.”

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, is that calculated to affect
wholly the surplus, over and above the domestic consump-
tion?

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas Yes.

Mr. McNARY. Where is the tax to come from; is it on
the processor?

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Yes.

Mr. McNARY. From processing products domestically
consumed or importations of products?

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. The provision is attached
to section 12. The language is:

The proceeds derived from taxes imposed under this title—

which would mean, any kind of tax imposed under the title
may be used in addition to the payment of the benefits
under the administration expenses for this additional
. purpose. :

The suggestion was made that the language employed in
the amendment should be * such other purpose as shall, in
the discretion of the Secretary, affect the purpose of the
Secretary of Agriculture under this title.,” I thought it bet-
ter, however, to propose to amend in this restricted form.
It is not a probability that a greater proportion of the
proceeds will be used for any other purpose than those
originally stated in the bill.

Mr. McNARY. The contemplation of the proposed act
is that a processor’s tax will go to the farmer in order to
guarantee him the difference between the current base price
and the current average price and the base price pre-war,
1909 to 1914. If that be true, there will not be any money
left for the purpose of exporting any surplus to foreign
markets, and, without additional provisions, it occurs to
me that the Senator’s amendment would be wholly futile to
accomplish the purpose which he now indicates.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. I should like to have the
amendment incorporated.

Mr. McNARY. I suggest that the amendment be studied
further and let the Senate take up another amendment.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas, Very well.

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, I have been requested to
offer the following amendment—and it seems to me to be a
good one—on page 11, after line 12, to insert the following:

No processing tax shall be levied under this law on articles pur-
chased by a State or political subdivision thereof for use solely
in the exercise of an essential governmental function.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That amendment is not in
order unless the vote by which the committee amendment
was agreed to is reconsidered or unless the Senator desires
to ask unanimous consent that notwithstanding that vote,
his amendment may be considered.

Mr. SMITH. Taking the parliamentary suggestion of the
Chair, I ask unanimous consent as indicated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from South
Carolina asks unanimous consent that the amendment he
has just offered may be considered notwithstanding the

previous adoption of the committee amendment. Is there
objection?
Mr. McNARY. I probably shall not have any objection,

but I want to ask a question of the Senator from South
Carollna. His amendment reads:
No processing tax shall be levied under this law on articles

purchased by a State or political subdivision thereof for use
solely in the exercise of an essentlal governmental function.

What does the Senator mean by that latter expression?

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, as explained to me, there
might be certain food products, or certain clothes, which
it might be essential for the State or a subdivision of the
State to purchase, either for those in its eleemosynary in-
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stitutions or its penal institutions, and the tax should not
be imposed in such cases.

Mr. McNARY. Does the Senator mean contributions to
the poor by the Red Cross, for instance, of flour or bread
or pork or cotton goods?

StMr. SMITH. Wherever it is essential for the use of the
ate.

Mr. McNARY. The Senator is doing the thing attempted
to be done a moment ago. He is proposing to reduce the
processing tax, which may not, according to my opinion, be
adequate to do the things the Senator wants done, namely,
to give the farmer his pre-war purchasing power.

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, the Secretary of Agriculture
will certainly be conversant with the terms of the measure,
and he can so regulate this processing tax as to take care
of whatever is incorporated in the bill.

Mr. McNARY. He certainly cannot do it at all. That
processing tax is fixed; it is just as definite as words could
make it, namely, to add to the average price the value the
farmer received for his products from 1909 to 1914. They
cannot get any higher than that, and when the farmer has
reached the ultimate price, it stops there, and there is no
more money to come from the processing.

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, my colleague from Oregon,
who collaborates with me perhaps as sympathetically as any
other member of the committee, knows that in connection
with this bill we worked for a long time over one section that
would give the Secretary the right, within the exercise of the
power delegated here, to take into consideration unemploy-
ment in the cities, the amount of the reduction in any given
article where the tax had reduced the consumption, and so
forth and so on.

Mr, McNARY. Mr. President, the Senator well knows
that he has a right to decrease the tax from the maximum
period, but he cannot go above the purchasing power which
the farmer had during the base period.

Mr. SMITH. But I am calling the Senator’s attention to
the fact that the Secretary has the power to determine what
that amount is during the period selected. Who is to deter-
mine it but his experts and those who have sent us in tables?
I have one which I am going to put into the Recorp,

It seems to me, without quibbling over this, that where a
sovereign government, such as a State or a subdivision of a
State, wants to purchase certain necessary articles for use
by the State in its penal institutions or its eleemosynary
institutions, things which are carried on every day, they
should not be forced to pay this tax.

Mr. McNARY. I have just one purpose, and that is to
keep inviolate the source from which the farmer is to receive
his benefit, and I know, and the Senator from South Caro-

' lina knows, that there is a maximum benefit he can receive.

There is a maximum charge that can be made against the .
processor, and that is as definite as can be, and beyond it
we cannot go. Buf if there is a diminution in the sale of
commodities by reason of this tax, it can be lowered by the
arbitrary power of the Secretary of Agriculture.

If we are to make exceptions, and let eleemosynary insti-
tutions have some of these articles for nothing, if we are
going to use part of the money for exporting wheat and
cotton and other basic commodities mentioned in the bill to
foreign markets, we are going to deplete the sum until we
will not have the required amount of money in the fund to
give the farmer the benefit the Senator is now holding out
to him. That is the only interest I have in the proposition.
There is a limited fund, and why draw upon it to make
exceptions which will be repeated from day to day?

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, all of us understand both the
amendment offered by the Senator from Arkansas and the
one I have offered by request. They raise a question yhich
we could debate here for some time.

There are some men who are tremendously interested,
have tremendous investments in certain articles produced in
this country, a major portion of which is exported, and they
have said that they believe that, with what assistance Con-
gress could give, they would levy a tax voluntarily on their
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goods in order to create a fund to be used for the purpose
of exploiting American goods in foreign countries, In con-
nection with the amendment introduced, coming under a
farm relief bill, with the Senator from Arkansas, I thought
that if we could find that we could use some of this tax
money to better advantage in expanding foreign markets
than we could in reflecting it in the domestic price, it might
be well used, and, by the same token, the people pay the
taxes for the States and the subdivisions thereof, and if we
could relieve the taxpayer to the extent that we used these
goods, we would be aiding the farmer and a part of the
taxpayers as well.

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, will the Senator
yield?

Mr. SMITH. I yield.

Mr. VANDENBERG. May I ask the Senator how the
processor is to know thaf the commodity he is processing
is intended ultimately for some of these favored municipal
agencies?

Mr. SMITH. When an order is given, it would be very
easy for him to ask for a remittal of the fund to that
amount.

Mr, VANDENBERG. In other words, he would have to
get a refund?

Mr. SMITH. A refund.

Mr, VANDENBERG. The Senator does not figure that he
bhas further complicated the situation and made it almost
incomprehensible?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair thinks that the
question ought to be put as to whether there is any objec-
tion to the consideration of the amendment. Is there ob-
jection?

Mr, LONG. Reserving the right to object, I want to ask
the Senator this question: The Senator from Michigan has
suggested what appears to me to be the difficulty with this
amendment, which is this: We have to have a deadline by
which to enforce the collection of the processing tax. If a
large quantity of goods is not to come within the process-
ing tax, how are the penal provisions to be enforced? A
man comes in with a shipment of milk and he does not pay
the tax. His defense is that he intended to sell it to the
charity hospital. Another man comes in with a large
amount of cotton goods, and he does not pay the tax. His
defense is that he intended fo sell it to the State peni-
tentiary. Another man comes in with a large shipment of
flour, and he does not pay the tax. His defense is that he
intended to sell that flour to the asylum for the insane. The
Senator would add further complication, which I do not
think we could enforce, even if we could enforce the com-
plications now in the measure.

Mr. SMITH. The bill as it stands provides for the ma-
chinery whereby on whatever is exported abroad there will
be a refund; on whatever proportion the producer exports
he will get a refund. It is a very easy matter. When an
order as large as a Stafe or subdivision of a State would
send in were given, the State perhaps would get the refund
and the subdivision would get what it was entitled to through
the State. It will be a very easy matter to ascertain on
what proportion of the goods the tax was paid or what was
diverted, and to pay the refund on that proportion.

Mr. LONG. But how is a man going to know that those
goods are bought for convicts at the penitentiary? He has
got to pay the processing tax when he manufactures cot-
ton goods, he has got to pay fhe creamery tax when he
makes the butter, and he has got o pay the processing tax on
the hog when he kills it. How does he know when he gets
the bacon cured and smoked and salted down that 3 months
later it is going fo be sold to a charity hospital?

Mr, SMITH. If it is thus sold a rebate will be paid.

Mr. LONG. Does the amendment provide that the State
shall get a refund?

Mr. SMITH. It amounts practically to the same thing.
It says there shall be no tax on it.

Mr. CAREY. Mr, President, will the Senator yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from
South Carolina yield to the Senator from Wyoming?

Mr. SMITH. I yield.
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is granted it will be possible to know its amount? As I
understand, the tax will vary from day to day. Say, the tax
on cotton is 7 cents today and 8 cents tomorrow and a
State buys some cotton goods; now, would anyone know the
amount of the tax on the particular goods the State bought
on which a refund would be made under the bill?

Mr. SMITH. The tax would be computed on the day the
order was issued; the tax would be levied acgording to the
cost of the material on the day the order was given.

Mr. CAREY. Then, would the manufacturer have to keep
track of the raw material in order to know what the fax
was? ;

Mr. SMITH. Not necessarily. He would know what he

‘had to pay on the raw material, and out of the raw material

he would make certain goods to order, and would file his
claim for refund according to that.

Mr. CAREY. But the tax would vary from day to day.

Mr. SMITH. Suppose it did; the order would not vary
from day to day. On whatever day the order was made, I
assume, the claim for the refund would be based upon the
cost of the material on that day.

Mr. CAREY. I cannot see how the manufacturer would
know just the amount of the tax.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment has to be
considered by unanimous consent. The debate is more or
less out of order unless there is consent given to the con-
sideration of the amendment,. .

Mr. HASTINGS. Mr. President, I should like to have the
amendment printed, so that we may have notice of it before
it is considered, and therefore I object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Delaware
objects.

Mr, SMITH. Mr. President, it seems to me that it is not
worth while for us to be quibbling over it. We understand
the principle, and, if necessary, I can offer the amendment
to a part of the bill that has not been passed upon; I can
offer it to another part of the bill, because it certainly is
germane to any part of the bill. So I will just ask the clerk
to insert the amendment at any appropriate place in the bill
which we have not considered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from South
Carolina offers an amendment to be inserted at the proper
place in the bill. The clerk will state the amendment.

The Cuier CLERK. It is proposed to insert in the proper
place in the bill the following:

No processing tax shall be levied under this law on articles
purchased by a State or political subdivision thereof for use solely
in the exercise of an essential govermnental function.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on the
amendment offered by the Senator from South Carolina.

Mr. CONNALLY., Mr. President, the Senator from South
Carolina knows that I am supporting this bill. Other Sen-
ators have raised the question of the impracticability of the
administration of the drawback and all that. I desire to
raise the more fundamental questions: Why should we ex-
empt States and eleemosynary institutions? Why should
we make exceptions of anybody under this proposed law?
‘We are proposing to pass an act to raise the price of agri-
cultural commodities, and at the same time it is proposed
to make preferences and discriminations. That, in my opin-
ion, is unsound. Why should any State government buy
something from the farmer at a lower rate than I buy it
from him or you, Mr. President, buy it from him?

Mr. SMITH. For the reason that the charitable spirit
throughout the country caused us to give about 250,000,000
bushels of wheat and about 3,000,000 bales of cotton to the
Red Cross. Why should we donate such commodities free
of any benefits to the farmer? The fact of the business is
that it was detrimental, because the 250,000,000 bushels of
wheat were used for purposes that ordinary wheat in the
market would have been used for and the 3,000,000 bales
of cotton came in competition with the cotton being pro-
duced by the planter. That is why.

Mr. McNARY, Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from
Texas yield to the Senator from Oregon?
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Mr. CONNALLY. ' In just a moment I shall do so. Let me
answer the Senator from South Carolina. He wholly misses
the point that I undertock to make. He is complaining that
we gave away wheat and cotton to the Red Cross and thereby
hurt the farmer’s market. Now the Senator from South
Carolina is proposing to increase the misery of the farmer
by providing that charitable institutions and States and
subdivisions of States shall buy the farmer’s goods more
cheaply than an individual or other institutions may buy
them. I think there should be no disecrimination.

Mr. SMITH. If the Senator will allow me, I do not want
him to interpret fo me what the amendment proposes.

Mr. CONNALLY. The Senator will have his own time. I
do not want to take up too much time. I have yielded to
the Senator once.

Mr. SMITH. In this connection I do not want the Sena-
tor to misinterpret my spirit toward the Red Cross and the
effort to aid people who needed help.

Mr. CONNALLY. Is this a bill in aid of charity or is this
a bill to raise the price of agricultural commodities?

Mr. SMITH. It is a bill to aid the farmers of the country,
and I am simply asking that a provision be put in the bill
under which, along with the main idea, the States—and we
all know that it is a notorious fact that the farmers pay
the taxes—will not be charged a double tax, a tax on the
processing and then a tax on what they use for State insti-
tutions. P

Mr. CONNALLY. That goes to the fundamentals of the
bill. If it is unjust to tax the States and charitable organi-
zations in behalf of the farmers, then it is unjust to tax
you and me and everybody else in favor of the farmer.

Mr. HASTINGS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from
Texas yield?

Mr. CONNALLY, I yield first to the Senator from Ore-
gon, who asked me to yield a few moments ago, if he now
desires me to do so.

Mr. McNARY. I want to make this observation: The
amendment offered by the Senator from South Carolina re-
fers only to States or political subdivisions thereof, I say
the Red Cross is neither, We are dealing not with charita-
ble organizations; we are dealing with political organiza-
tions for political reasons. It is a noble sentiment which
the Senator from South Carolina so eloquently expresses; but
if he wants it written in the bill, he had better change his
amendment.

Mr. CONNALLY. Let me say that the statement of the
Senator from Oregon does not change my attitude at all
If we are going to pass this bill, it ought to apply to every-
body—=States, subdivisions of States, and everybody else.

Mr. HASTINGS. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from
Texas yield to the Senator from Delaware?

Mr. CONNALLY. I yield to the Senator from Delaware.

Mr. HASTINGS. I want to say to the Senator from Texas
that I thoroughly agree with what he has said and I want
to ask him this question: Would it not be just as reasonable
to exclude all persons earning under $10 a week and each
having five people to support as it would be to make the
exemption provided by the amendment?

Mr. CONNALLY. To be sure it would. It would be just
as reasonable to say, “ Provided, however, That no man who
has but one leg shall be taxed on any bread he buys, and
he shall get a refund of the tax he pays because he has
only one leg and is crippled and cannot work ”, and so forth
and so on. We might just as well say, “ Provided, however,
That all widows that have been married twice or all women
who have sorry husbands shall be exempt from paying any
tax because to pay it will be a hardship on them.” We might
just as well say that all poor folks shall not pay any tax
and we shall tax only bread and food that the rich have
to buy. It is wholly inconsistent with the purposes of a bill
of this kind to make exemptions of Tom, Dick, and Harry.

Mr. HASTINGS. It certainly ought to include the unem-
ployed; they ought to be exempted.
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lle[r;i CONNALLY. Surely it ought to include the unem-
ployed.

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, may I say to the Senator, if
{:3151 will allow me, it did include the unemployed—this very

Mr. CONNALLY.
vulnerable.

Mr. SMITH. It did include them in the first draft, be-
cause it provided that before the tax was fixed there should
be considered the number of unemployed and the ability of
the people to buy the commodity.

Mr. CONNALLY. If the Senator keeps on whittling, he
will not have any bill or any processing tax left.

Mr. SMITH. I have not whittled at all. I have simply
tried to make it as acceptable as possible. I have not made
much headway, but I am still trying.

Mr. CONNALLY. The Senator will whittle his bill away
if he permits great numbers of people to evade the process-
ing tax, because the processing tax is the heart of the bill.
We are either going to have a bill that will do some good
and will work or we are going to have just another old make-
shift bill for the farmer. [Laughter.]

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from
Texas yield to the Senator from Georgia?

Mr. CONNALLY. I yield.

Mr. RUSSELL. I should like to call the attention of the
Senator from Texas to the fact that there is already an
exemption in the bill providing for a refund of this tax.
I read from the bill, as follows:

(¢) Any person delivering any product to any organization for
charitable distribution or use shall, if such produet or the com-
modity from which processed, is under this title subject to tax,

be entitled to a refund of the amount of any tax paid under this
title with respect to such product so delivered.

Mr. CONNALLY. That ought to be taken out of the bill.

Mr. LONERGAN. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from
Texas yield to the Senator from Connecticut?

Mr. CONNALLY. Let me first answer the suggestion and
then I shall yield. Mr. President, if we want to give any-
thing to charity, the way to do it is to go down in our pockets
and give it. The Government has given the Red Cross cot-
ton and wheat and commodities of that kind; and if we are
going to pass a law to exempt from it everybody who has
some particular plea, then we are not going to have any law
that will be worth very much when we get through with it.
It is all right to talk about charity, but let us not legislate
charity out of other people’s money. If we want to give
something to charity, to the Red Cross, give it to them out of
our pockets or out of the Treasury if that is desired, but we
make this kind of legislation a cheap affair when we exempt
this fellow and that fellow. The result will be we shall de-
stroy it by exemptions and exceptions. :

Mr. LONERGAN. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr, CONNALLY, I yield.

Mr. LONERGAN. On June 22, 1932, the House of Repre-
sentatives passed a joint resolution amending the Revenue
Act of 1932 and providing an exemption in the case of
articles used in the exercise of governmental functions. I
read the joint resolution, as follows:

That section 621 (a) of the Revenue Act of 1932 is amended by
adding at the end thereof a new paragraph as follows:

**(3) To a State or political-subdivision thereof, in the amount
of any tax under this title which has been paid with respect to

the sale of any article purchased by it for use solely in the exercise
of an essential governmental function.”

As I have said, that joint resolution passed the House of
Representatives on June 22, 1932.

Mr. CONNALLY., What act did it propose to amend?

Mr. LONERGAN. The Revenue Act of 1932,

Mr. CONNALLY., Notwithstanding the merriment of the
Senator from South Carolina, that is a wholly different
situation from that which now confronts us. That amend-
ment had reference to a tax law passed under the Con-
stitution for taxation purposes and for the maintenance of
the Government., That is a different thing from passing a

If it does, it only makes the bill more
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hill levying a processing tax, which has nothing on earth
to do with the general expenses of the Government but is
for the benefit of some particular industry. Under the Con-
stitution the Federal Government cannot lay a tax on any
State agency for the purpose of collecting revenue from that
agency to support the Federal Government, and, of course,
that is why the act to which the Senator referred was en-
acted. McCulloch against Maryland, an early case of Judge
John Marshall on constitutional powers, laid down the
principle that the Federal Government cannot tax the
agency of a State nor that a State can tax Federal agencies;
but when a commodity is being sold to a State just as it is
being sold to everybody else and at the same price at which
it is sold to everybody else, the State is not being taxed,
nor is the agency of the State being taxed.

Mr. LOGAN. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from
Texas yield to the Senator from Kentucky?

Mr. CONNALLY. I yield.

Mr. LOGAN. I do not know that I understand just how it
is proposed that this amendment shall work. I gather from
what has been said that it is proposed that there shall be
refunded to the processor the amount of the tax. I do not
see how it will work. I want to know what becomes of the
tax after it goes to the processor? Does he keep it, and
thereby make a profit by the amount of the tax over and
above what he would otherwise have made?

Mr. CONNALLY. I assume the Senator from South Caro-
lina will contend that he would hunt up the individual from
whom he bought the product and give him the benefit of it.

Mr. LOGAN. I do not see how it will work.

Mr. CONNALLY. The Senator will have to ask the Sena-
tor from South Carolina.

Mr. LOGAN. It is not known what portion of a com-
modity is going to be sold to a charitable institution when
it is processed, and, therefore, of course, it eannot be ex-
empted at the time it is processed. After it is bought by a
State, the State will have te make a refund to someone.
Does the processor get that refund?

Mr. CONNALLY. I do not know.

Mr, LOGAN. I should like to know what becomes of it.
I agree with the Senator from Texas that there ought to
be no exemption of that kind.

Mr. CONNALLY. I thank the Senator from Kentucky.
‘While I cannot answer his question as to where the refund
would go, I think his observations emphasize the objections
which I am urging against making any exceptions.

If we should adopt an amendment of this kind, it might
be necessary o brand articles so that they might be traced
to their ultimate source. Where is this pair of cotton under-
clothes going to be sold? Is it going to be sold to a State?
Nobody knows. And when the State finally buys that pair of
underclothes for one of the convicts at the State prison
farms, it has got to be traced to where it came from. The
State bought it from a refailer, perhaps, and the retailer
bought it from the wholesaler, and the wholesaler bought it
from the factory; and more money would be spent tracing
the source of one pair of cotton underclothes than would be
obtained by the processing tax.
t.hMI. LOGAN. Mr. President, will the Senator yield fur-

er?

Mr. CONNALLY. I yield.

Mr. LOGAN. That seems to be true, but another thing I
should like to suggest to the Senator is that the tax is on
the individual who produces any commodity which has been
processed. If we are going to exempt anyone from the pay-
ment of the tax, why should we not exempt the individual
citizen rather than the State or the county?

Mr. CONNALLY. I think the Senator was not in the
Chamber a while ago when the Senator from Texas under-
took to suggest that there was no reason on earth why, if
we are trying to raise commodity prices, the commodities
should be sold to a State or county at a lesser price than is
made to one of its citizens.
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Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. President——

Mr. CONNALLY. I yield to the Senator from Alabama.

Mr. BANKHEAD. I rose a moment ago with the inten-
fion and purpose of explaining the provisions of the bill in
response fo the inquiry of the Senator from Texas. I am
in accord with the philosophy of the Senator. I am op-
posed to the exemption. The tax is paid by the processor.
If the purchaser is given a rebate or refund, of course that
would go back to the processor and he would then be re-
lieved from the payment of that amount of processing tax.
That is the basis of the processing fund.

Mr. CONNALLY. But it would have to be traced back to
the original processor.

Mr. BANKHEAD, Undoubtedly.

Mr. CONNALLY. When the State bought a pair of over-

| alls for one of its convicts it would have to go back and find

the factory that actually made those overalls.

Mr. BANKHEAD. That is true. The Senator wanted to
know who gets the tax, and so far as the provisions of the
bill are concerned I wanted no one to misunderstand them.

Mr. COUZENS. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from
Texas yield to the Senator from Michigan?

Mr. CONNALLY. I yield.

Mr. COUZENS. So far as I understand the amendment
of the Senator from South Carolina, it would have nothing
to do with the processor nor with the producer on the farm.
In other words, the State or municipality that purchased the
goods would pay the tax and make application to the Treas-
ury.for a refund. There is no other way for them to get
the refund. In effect the refund would come out of the
Treasury. The Treasury would not be able to go out and
collect from the farmer fo whom the processing tax was
paid.

Mr. CONNALLY. It would have to come out of the proc-
essing fund in the Treasury.

Mr. COUZENS. Yes; that is true. The Treasury having
paid the farmer, it cannot go back to the farmer and collect
it again.

Mr. CONNALLY. I am opposed to the exemption.

Mr. COUZENS. I do not think it is workable.

Mr. CONNALLY. It is not workable and it is not sound.
One thing about the drift of the Government today is that
the trend is to exempt Bill Jones and Sam Smith. Why
should not everybody stand on the same level? We want to
do this for this group and that for that group and the other
for the other group, and interest and enthusiasm are gen-
erally measured by the size of the group and the number of
people in the group who may vote at the next election.
There is no reason on earth why a State or county should
be exempted from paying the same price for wheat and
bacon and sausage and every other agricultural product
that Bill Jones, who is a taxpayer and a citizen, has to
pay. There is no reason for it.

I am not hostile to the bill. I am not hostile to the Sena-
tor from South Carolina. I am going to vote for the bill,
But let us make a bill that is sound and that is workable.
Let us not put on its forehead at the very outset a blazing
brand that it is unfair and discriminatory and merely a
little gallant gesture to the farmer that “we have been
promising to do something for you for 12 years, and we have
not done it, but here we are going to do something for you
again ”, and then fill it up with a lot of contradictions and
exemptions and denials of ifs efficacy at the very outset.

I hope the Senator from South Carolina will withdraw
his amendment. It is unsound. If we are going to exempt
cities and counties, why not exempt municipalities? Why
not exempt irrigation districts? Why not exempt school
districts? Why not exempt road districts? Why not ex-
empt railroads? Why not exempt the Reconstruction
Finance Corporation?

Some Senator asks me sotto voce if I think the Recon-
struction Finance Corporation is a charitable institution.
Yes, I do! [Laughter.] I think it is charitable to the ex-
tent that when we get through with the Reconstruction
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Finance Corporation the Government will own a lot of
railroads, and it will own a lot of banks that have played
out and handed over to the Government a lot of old notes
that nobody will ever be able to collect. I think the life-
insurance companies are going to unload on us a lot of bad
debts and obligations. I believe we are going to have mort-
gages and debts against a lot of other corporations.

Mr. President and Senators, as I observed on the floor
some time ago, since the Reconstruction Finance Corpora-
tion has come into existence promoters and others are busy
trying to work up some new scheme to get the Government
to finance it, when they never dreamed of having such a
project financed in normal times out of normal money.

Mr. COUZENS. Mr. President——

Mr. CONNALLY. I yield to the Senator from Michigan. |.

Mr. COUZENS. Does not the Senator recognize it is the
greatest three-ball institution in America?

Mr. CONNALLY. It has not the sound judgment of the
man who hangs out three balls. The man who hangs out
three golden balls in front of his shop sees to it that we put
up a dollar’s worth of security in order fo borrow a dime.
[Laughter.] He gets his money back. We have to leave
our watch in his shop until the money is forthcoming.

I am not attacking the Reconstruction Finance Corpora-
tion as it is constituted. I am not blaming the members of
the Board. I am blaming the conception of the plan. I am
blaming the scheme that Mr. Hoover and those who voted
for the bill devised. Everybody was taught to believe that
the Government was to be their “uncle.” It was said,
“Come up and get all you want.” The Board is not entirely
to blame. They think they are under the mandate of Con-
gress and they will tell anyone so. “ Congress passed this
bill and said we had $3,500,000,000 to loan. We were told
to loan it. Congress told us to loan it to certain concerns
that were eligible.” Consequently they are loaning it. They
are probably performing their duties with greater industry
than any other department of the Government. [Laughter.]

Mr. COUZENS rose.

Mr. CONNALLY. I yield again to the Senator from
Michigan.

Mr. COUZENS. We all understand the Senator's view-
point of the qualifications of the members of the Board,
because they have at the head of the Board one of the
finest men from Texas. There is no question about it.

Mr. CONNALLY. I do not think the Senator from Michi-
gan, who is ordinarily most gracious and considerate, ought
to advance the implication that because I said the Board was
not entirely to blame I had reference to the fact that cne
of its members is from Texas. It is true that one of the
members of the Board is from Texas.

Mr. COUZENS. I am complimenting him. I am not con-
demning him. He is the finest man I ever knew from Texas.
[Laughter.]

Mr. CONNALLY. I thank the Senator. Entertaining the
estimate that the Senator from Michigan evidently does of
the Reconstruction Finance Corporation and its member
from Texas, and considering his knowledge and estimate of
the junior Senator from Texas, and then his statement that
the Reconstruction Finance Corporation has as a member of
its board the finest men he ever knew from Texas, I am
rather at a loss to know just where the Senator from Texas
stands in the estimation of the Senator from Michigan.

But that is mere pleasaniry. Seriously, I am glad to have
the Senator from Michigan testify regarding the member
from Texas. I have a very high regard for the member of
the Reconstruction Finance Corporation from Texas, but I
did not have him in mind when I said the Board is not to
blame. He is only one member of the Board. He could not
control the Board. I understand, in fact, that he has been
in the minority on many of the issues, with which the Sen-
ator from Michigan is no doubt more familiar than I.

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. CONNALLY. The Board is composed of seven mem-
bers, is it not?

Mr. COUZENS. It is skeletonized now to all Democrats.
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Mr. CONNALLY. They have a very able member from
Arkansas and an able member from New York. They had
the former Vice President of the United States, Mr. Dawes,
who is a neighbor, of course, of the Senator from Michigan.
I am not criticizing the personnel of the Reconstruction
Finance Corporation. I am criticizing the system. It is the
wrong system. I am not defending them, because I do not
know about all their loans. I am criticizing the policy of
making Uncle Sam the banker for the rest of the people in
the United States, because we are going to rue the day.
On final settlement the Treasury of the United States will
be the loser by a billion or more dollars, and Congress and
our people will have to liquidate a lot of the concerns that
are borrowing.

I am glad to yield now to the Senator from New York.

Mr. COPELAND. I am sorry the Senator did not yield
earlier, because I did not want him to get into a battle with
the Senator from Michigan.

Mr. CONNALLY, Oh, Mr. President, that is impossible!

Mr. COPELAND. The other day the Senator from Michi-
gan said he thought more of a Democratic Senator than any
other Senator in this body. I asked him who that Senator
might be, and he said it was the junior Senator from Texas,
who is now speaking. He even intimated to me that he
would lend the Senator from Texas money!

Mr. CONNALLY. Let me say to the Senator from New
York that nothing would impel the Senator from Texas
ever to draw the sword, intellectually or otherwise, against
the Senator from Michigan,

Mr. SMITH. After that statement?

Mr. CONNALLY. After the statement or before the state-
ment, I shall say to the Senator from South Carolina. The
Senator from South Carolina comes from a State that is
alwvays bristling with belligerency. He seems to be thor-
oughly saturated with the traditions, the fussy, quarreling,
fighting qualities of South Carolina.

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. CONNALLY. Oh, Mr. President, I should prefer not
to yield.

Mr. BYRNES. I have been enjoying the speech of the
Senator from Texas up to this time.

Mr. CONNALLY. Does the Senator from South Carolina
deny the fine and splendid traditions of South Carolina as
being willing to fight whenever she felt like it?

Mr. BYRNES. I was objecting solely to the “ fussy ” part.
[Laughter.]

Mr. CONNALLY. When the junior Senator from Texas
cannct speak without both Senators from South Carolina
inserting their objections into the middle of his speech, I
think the fair implication is that South Carolina is fussy!
[Laughter.]

Mr. President, I regret the Senator from New York made
the observation he did with reference to the Senator from
Michigan because of the inability of the Senator from Texas
in any wise to express in fitting terms his gratitude fo the
Senator from Michigan for what the Senator from New
York reports as having been his sentiments.

I am sure the Senator from Michigan is aware of the limi-
tations of the Senator from Texas to express the very ten-
der and high regard which he entertains for the Senator
from Michigan. Having been a member of the Senate
Finance Committee with the Senator from Michigan for
some years, the Senator from Texas has learned to place
a high valuation on his ability, his integrity, his courage, his
character, and, above all, upon his fine personal qualities.

Mr. COUZENS. I thank the Senator.

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, will the Senator yield
further?

Mr. CONNALLY. I yield.

Mr. COPELAND. I am sure the Senator from Michigan
now will not only lend money to the Senator but actually
give him money. [Laughter.]

Mr. CONNALLY. No; the Senator from Michigan has
many possessions, but I regard his money, of which he has
much, as the poorest one of them. The Senator from Michi-
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gan knows that the Senator from Texas does not want any
of his money.

The Senator from Texas does not even want to borrow
any of his money; and the Senator from Texas, notwith-
standing the statement of the Senator from New York, has
no idea on earth that if he did he would be able to get any
out of the Senafor from Michigan—not because he would
not feel impelled to do it, but because, entertaining as the
Senator from Michigan does and as the Senator from Texas
does the belief that a loan never ought to be made unless
there is adequate security, the Senator from Texas would
not be able to meet the requirements of eligibility.
[Laughter.]

Mr. SMITH rose.

Mr. CONNALLY. I yield to the Senator from South
Carolina.

Mr. SMITH. No; I am just waiting for the Senator from
Texas to get through. I desire to speak in my own time.

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, the Senator from Texas
was about to conclude, and he thought the Senator from
South Carolina wanted him fo yield. The Senator from
South Carolina has used some little time on the bill hereto-
fore; and I did not realize that his standing in juxtaposition
to the Senator from Texas here, in a rather belligerent atti-
tude, was really a threat as to what little time I am under-
faking to consume. Does the Senator desire that I yield?

Mr. SMITH. No; I just wanted to preempt the floor to
keep others from getting it in case the Senafor from Texas
stopped.

Mr. CONNALLY. I will say that the Senator is not en-
tirely without success in that regard.

Mr. President, there ought not to be any exemptions in
this bill. There is no reason to exempt States or counties
or municipalities or charitable organizations or cripples or
widows or anybody else if it is going to work. I oppose the
amendment of the Senator from South Carolina,

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, every time I attempt to do &
kindly deed, I catch the dickens. [Laughter.] A new Sen-
ator brought that proposal o me, and I wanted to help him
out. It looked to me like a reasonable thing, and about the
easiest way in which I could show him that I appreciated
his efforts to try to add something to the bill. Therefore, I
did not mention his name, and assumed all the violent wrath
that has been poured on my devoted head. [Laughter.]

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, I think the Senator mis-
understood the spot where that wrath was poured.

Mr. SMITH. Anyhow, it was wrath.

Mr. CONNALLY. It was not poured on his head.

Mr. SMITH. Well, that would have been the most vulner-
able spot [laughter]; and I thought the Senator had such a
keen appreciation of a battle that he would instinctively
know the vulnerable spot.

This request was made, and in good faith I have presented
it; but in listening to this debate, if it may be called that, I
am reminded of what Josh Billings told his nephew. He
said, “My son, come to the Capitol and see how great an
amount of conjecture they can get out of so little fact ”’; and
that characterizes most of these debates.

I still think that there is in this amendment that I have
offered an element of equity; and I have done the very best
I could for my new, unfledged comrade on this floor. I do
not think it will defract anything from this bill. The fact
of the matter is, Mr. President, that if time were not so
limited, I might have taken occasion to point out in this bill
provisions to which there may be greater allegiance with less
justification of fact than could be found in this amendment,

I am going to take the time of the Senate to call atten-
tion to the fact that for 24 long years I have not only worked
here for the farmer, but being one myself and having suf-
fered all of the intolerable ills of Federal legislation, I think
I can speak with some authority. I have worked, and am
working now, for the benefit of the man who makes his
living solely and entirely by his efforts in the field. He is
now losing the power to do other than keep body and soul
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together. It is notorious that on the farms and on the
cotton fields in the South the negroes and the whites have
actually patched their overalls until they look like one of
these jigsaw puzzles. [Laughter.] I defy any man from
the South to rise up and contradict that: statement. They
are making so much cotton that it has lost the power of
even giving the fellow who makes it a suit of overalls, just
as the wheat people have made so much wheat that 12,-
000,000 of them have to gef in the road and go hungry.-

Then we are accused here of trying to inject into a bill
for the benefit of the farmers something that would take
something away from them. They are down to the irre-
ducible minimum now, To exempt the institutions enumer-
ated in my friend’s proposed amendment would not have
subtracted one nickel from the power of the Secretary of
Agriculture.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the Senator yield to me?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from
South Carolina yield to the Senator from Louisiana?

Mr. SMITH., I do.

Mr. LONG. I begin to see more virtue and logic in what
the Senator has been saying. I notice that on page 19, in
subdivision (¢), all the things that are sold to charitable and
eleemosynary institutions are exempted. The subdivision
reads:

Any person delivering any product to any organization for char-
itable distribution or use—

Without reading further, he is entitled to have the tax
refunded. That is a great deal broader than the exemption
to the State.

Mr, SMITH. Do not mention it, and start another out-
pouring of sympathy for the man in the field. I am sup-
posed not to have any.

I heard a man say the other day that he had planted,
I believe, 3,000 acres; and I wondered how in the name of
God he ever got to Washington, if he had that much
liability.

This amendmenf was a simple request to this body to
exempt States and municipalities in the discharge of their
sovereign functions from paying the tax.

Mr, President, I fear that if I should go on I might make
an assault with intent to make a speech, and I might not
be convicted on the evidence after I did so: but I do not
feel disposed to go any farther with this matter. I am will-
ing now to have a vote taken, and let us try to get to the
farmer the blessings that are in this bill that will relieve
him of his ills.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on the
amendment of the Senator from South Carolina [Mr.
SMITH].

Mr. COUZENS. I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will call the roll.

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and the following Sena-
tors answered to their names:

Austin Carey Logan Russell
Bachman Clark Lonergan Schall
Balley Connally Long Bheppard
Bankhead Copeland McCarran Shipstead
Barkley Couzens MeGill Bmith
Black McEellar Btephens
Bone Frazier McNary Thomas, Okla.
Brown George Murphy Thomas, Utah
Bulow Hastings Overton Trammell
Byrd Hebert Pittman Vandenberg
Byrnes EKendrick Pope
Capper King Robinson, Atk

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Forty-six Senators have

answered to their names. There is not a quorum present.
ADJOURNMENT -

Mr. SMITH. Mr: President, in view of the situation, I
move that the Senate adjourn.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on the mo-
tion of the Senator from South Carolina.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 4 o’clock and 45 min-

utes pm.) the Senate adjourned until Monday, April 17,
1933, at 12 o’clock meridian.
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NOMINATIONS
Ezecutive nominations received by the Senate April 15 (leg-
islative day of Apr. 11), 1933
SorLiciTorR GENERAL

James Crawford Biggs, of North Carolina, to be Solicitor

General to succeed Thomas D. Thacher.
UniTED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE

James A. Donohoe, of Nebraska, to be United States dis-
trict judge, district of Nebraska, to succeed Joseph W. Wood-
rough, nominated to be United States circuit judge, eighth
circuit.

UNITED STATES ATTORNEY

Clifton Mathews, of Arizona, to be United States attorney,
district of Arizona, to succeed John C. Gung'l, whose term
expired March 2, 1933.

COMMISSIONER OF INDIAN AFFAIRS

John Collier, of California, to be Commissioner of Indian

Affairs, vice Charles J. Rhoads.
PROMOTIONS IN THE NAVY

Pay Director Christian J. Peoples to be Paymaster Gen-
eral and Chief of the Bureau of Supplies and Accounts in
the Department of the Navy, with the rank of rear admiral,
from April 29, 1933, for a term of 4 years.

WITHDRAWAL
Ezecutive nomination withdrawn from the Senate April 15
(legislative day of Apr. 11), 1933
AMBASSADOR EXTRAORDINARY AND PLENIPOTENTIARY
James Michael Curley, of Massachusetts, to be Ambassador
Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary of the United States of
America to Poland.

SENATE

MoNDAY, APRIL 17, 1933

The Chaplain, Rey. Z€Barney T. Phillips, D.D., offered the
following prayer:

Blessed Savior, who in Thy earthly life didst reveal the
innocence of perfect holiness and, like some river born
among the snows in the sunshine of the mountain top
pouring its transparent waters into the turbid, tumultuous
current of our humanity, didst refresh us by the love and
purity of God; grant that we may know the joy and power
of Thy resurrection, as through the avenue of sense we be-
hold the earth mantling herself anew in robes of loveliness.

In the conviction of our immortality, set us free from the
worldly tyrannies that bind us, and from every disposition
to be cowardly and mean, that we may be consecrated to
each new duty that confronts us, thus binding ourselves by
a new chain to eternity, strong and confident in Thee, for
Thou hast said: “ Fear not; I am the first and the last; I
am He that liveth and was dead; and behold I am alive for
evermore.” Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The Chief Clerk proceeded to read the Journal of the pro-
ceedings of Saturday, April 15, 1933, when, on request of
Mr. RoemvsoN of Arkansas and by unanimous consenf, the
further reading was dispensed with and the Journal was
approved.

CALL OF THE ROLL

Mr. LEWIS. Mr. President, I note the absence of a
quorum and request a roll call.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll, and the following
Senators answered fo their names:

Adams Bone Capper Couzens
Ashurst Borah Caraway Cutting
Austin Bratton Dickinson
Baliley Brown Clark Dieterich
Bankhead Bulkley Connally Dil
Barbour Bulow Coolidge

Barkley Byrd Copeland Erickson
Black Eyrnes Costigan Fletcher
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Frazier Klng Nye Stephens
George La Follette Overton Thomas, Okla,
Glass Lewis Patterson Thomas, Utah
Goldsborough Logan Pittman Townsend
Gore Lonergan Pope Trammell
Hale Long Reed Tydings
Harrison McAdoo Reynolda Vandenberg
Hastings MecCarran Robinson, Ark, Van Nuys
Hatfield McGill Robinson, Ind. 'Wagner
Hayden McKellar Russell alsh
Hebert McNary Schall Wheeler
Johnson Metcalf Bheppard White
Kean Murphy Shipstead
Kendrick Neely Smith
Keyes Norris Stelwer

Mr. REED. I desire to announce that my colleague [Mr.
Davis] is absent on account of illness, and I desire that this
announcement may stand until his recovery has so far pro-
gressed that he will be able to leave the hospital.

Mr. McEKELLAR. I desire to announce that my col-
league the junior Senator from Tennessee [Mr. BACHMAN]
is necessarily detained attending the funeral of the late Mr.
Meehan, a distinguished citizen of Tennessee.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Eighty-nine Senators have an-
swered to their names. A quorum is present.

5-DAY WEEK, 6-HOUR DAY—MOTION TO RECONSIDER

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr. President, I ask unani-
mous consent that at the conclusion of the morning business
the Senate proceed to the consideration of the motion to
reconsider the vote by which Senate bill 18, regulating the
hours of labor, was passed, and at not later than 1 o’'clock
and 50 minutes p.m. the Senate proceed to vote on said
motion without further debate.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection?

Mr. TRAMMELL. Mr. President, I did not hear the lat-
ter part of the Senator’s request.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. I requested that at not
later than 1:50 o’clock p.m. the Senate proceed to vote on
the motion to reconsider. :

Mr. HATFIELD. Af 1:50 o’clock?

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Yes; at 1:50 p.m.

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, I objected Saturday, as I
did the day before, to a unanimous-consent agreement of
this kind. I have now just one suggestion to make, namely,
that the hour be fixed at not later than 1:30 p.m.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Very well; I modify my re-
quest so as to fix the hour at not later than 1:30 p.m.

The VICE PRESIDENT, Is there objection to the request
as modified? The Chair hears none, and it is so ordered.

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate the follow-
ing joint memorial of the Legislature of the Territory of
Alaska, which was referred to the Committee on Education
and Labor:

IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE TERRITORY OF ALASKA,
ELEVENTH SESSION.

Senate Joint Memorial 4 (by the committee on mines, manufac-
turing, and labor)

To the President of the United States, to the Congress, and to the
Committees on Labor in the House and Senate of the Congress
of the United States:

Your memorialist, the Legislature of the Territory of Alaska,
has learned with constermation that Alaska is included in the
provisions of a bill introduced into the Congress of the United
States by Representative ConnNeErY known as House bill No. 2867T;
and

Your memorialist respectfully represents:

That more than 95 percent of all laborers in Alaska are em-
ployed in seasonal occupations and that the average working
hours for the year do not exceed 4 hours per day;

That more than 25,000 of these laborers are engaged in the
fishing industry covering a coastal distance of more than 3,000
miles; that fishing operations in Alaskan waters are by regula-
tion of the Bureau of Fisheries arbitrarily limited to a period
less than 60 days for each season, which obliges the fishing in-
dustry to concentrate the year's effort within that short period,
involving the production of some $50,000.000 worth of fishery
products; that 80 percent or more of the revenues of the Territory
are derived from the fishing industry; that many of the com-
panies have operated at a loss for the past 2 years, and the enact-
ment of the proposed legislation would compel them to discon-
tinue operations, and the Territory of Alaska would be bankrupt
and unable to support its schools, dependents, and indigent
persons and to continue other essential activities;
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